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AGENDA

The next meeting of the Legislative Commi
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will be as follows,
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Date: Thursday, August 10, 2006 — 5:00 p.m. to

7:00 p.m. Dinner will be served.

Place: San Mateo County Transit Di
1250 San Carlos Avenue
2™ Floor Auditorium
San Carlos, California

strict Dffice’

PLEASE CALL WALTER MARTONE {599-1465) IF YOU ARE UNABLE TQ ATTEND.

1. Public comment on items not on the Presentations
agenda. are limited to 3
minutes,

2. Appraval of minutes from May 11, 20086. Action

(Martong)
3. Briefing from C/CAG’s Lobbyist in Fotential Action
Sacramento (in person). (Wes Lujan)
A position may be taken on any
legislation, including legislation not
previously identified.
4. Review and approval of the Monthiy Action
Update on Pending Legislation. {Martone)

'From Route 101 wake the Holty Street (west) exit. Twi blocks past Bl Camino Real go left on Walnut, The entramce 14 the

Pages 1-5

Pages 7-20

5:00 p.m.
5 minutes.

5:05 p.m.
5 minutes

5:10 p.m.
30 minutes

5:4G p.m,
10 minutes

parkimg Tot s at the end of the block on the tett, immediaely hefore the ramp tat goes under de building, Bnior the patking e by
driving hetween the buildings and imaking a [eft into the elevawed lur, Fellow the signs up o the levels for prublie parking

Far public transit acoess use Samltans Bus lines 390, 391, 202 KX, PX, BX. or take CalTrgin to the San Cartoy Seation and walk

own hlucks up San Carlas Avenuc,



5. Consideration of positions on ballot Action Pages 21-
Propositions {Martone)} 110

a) Proposition 1A - Transportation
Funding Protection

b} Proposition 1B ~ Highway Safety,
Traffic Reduction, Air Quality, and
Port Security Bond Act of 20086

¢} Proposition 1C - Housing and
Emergency Shelter Trust Fund Act
of 2006

d} Proposition 1E — Disaster
Preparedness and Flood Prevention
Bond Act of 2006

e} Proposition 84 — Water Quality,
Safety and Supply. Flood Contral.
Matural Resource Protection. Park
Improvements. Bonds. Initiative
Statute

f} Proposition 90 — Government
Acquisition, Regulation of Private
Property. Initiative Constitutional

Amendment
5. Establish date and time for next meeting Action
{September 14, 2006]. {Gordon)
7. Other ltems/Comments from Guests. Potential Action
{Gordon)
8. Adjournment. Action
{Gordon}

550 p.m.
50 minutes

6:40 p.m.
5 minutes

65:45 p.m.
B minutes

G:50 p.m.

NOTE: All items appearing on the agenda are subject to action by the Committee. Actions

recommended by staff are subject to change by the Committee.

Othar enclosures/Correspondence

« None



CITY/COUNTY ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE

MINUTES
MEETING OF JUNE 8, 2006

At 5:10 p.m. Chairwoman Deborah Gordon called the meeting to order in the Second Floor
Auditorium at the San Maleo Transit District Office. A quorum was attained at 5:25 p.m.

Members Attending: Chairwoman Deborah Gordon, Vice Chair Tom Kasten, Irene (>"Connell,
and Jim Vreeland.

Staft/ Guests Attending: Foster City Councilwoman Pam Frisclia (representing Linda Koelling),
Ross Nakasone (County Manager’s Qffice), David Burruto {Assemblyman Leland Yee's Office)
Richard Napier (C/CAG Executive Director), Walter Martone {C/CAG Staff), Brisbane
Councilwoman Sepi Richardson (C/CAG Board Member), JTessica Sanfiil {Assemblyman
Mullin’s Office), Brian Lee (County Public Works), Wes Lujan and Chuck Cole (Advocalion),
Jim Granucei (C/CAG AVA Coordinator), and Juliet E. Cox (Goldfarb & Lipman Attorneys).

a

1. Public comment on items not on the agenda.
+ None.
2. Approval of minutes from May 11, 2006,
Motion: To approve the minutes as presented. ' Conneli/Kasten, unarimons.
3. Briefing on Eminent Domain

Juliet E. Cox from Goldfarb & Lipman Attorneys provided the briefing:

ay Ms. Cox provided the Commitice with a handout thal summarized (he major legislative
reforms to eminent domain that are crently pending and also a batlot initiative that has
been submitted for qualification.

b) Legislative Comumittee Member Judith Christenscn also provided some materials that
were mailed out in advance to the Committce members.

¢) Most of the reforms arc in response to the Supreme Court ruling last summer in the ease
involving the State of Connecticut (Kelo v. City of New London). The Court said that the
Federal Constitution did not prohibit local governments from defining “public use” for
the purposes of using emincnt domain, as the “cconomic development™ of an area. That
decision did not change California law, which is morc restrictive than Connecticut law.

d) The California Legisiative proposals however, arc attempting to address perceived issues
of unfaimess to the property owner. All of these proposals arc to restrict the
circumstances under which a local government can usc ciminent domain.

¢} California law currently requires the local government board 1o have a two-thirds
majority vote before cminent domain is utilized,

f) A redevelopment agency can only use the eminent domain power if it is provided in a
redevelopment plan. The Plan also states how long the power is in effcet. Some of the
legislative proposals are to restrict or limit the time period that crainent domain power is
available to a redevelopment agency.



g) Another legislative proposal is to put limitations on the use of eminent domain for the
taking of owner-occupied residential property. Generally it is more commeon thal
eminent domain is used for the taking of small business property and not owner-occupicd
residential property.

h) SB 53 requires the redevelopment plan to be specific about the conditions under which
eminent domain can be used. Any changes to these provisions would require that the plan
bc amended.

i} California law (and Connecticut law) allows for the use of eminent domain to take
properly for economic development purposes. Therefore the Supreme Court ruling did
not really change the law, It did however bring it to the public’s altention that this power
alrcady exists. There is widesproad perception that eminent domain is only 10 be used for
tnore typical public works projects,

J} 8B 1206 would place greater restrictions on the definition of “blight” and thereby limit
the circumstances under which a redevelopment agency and declare blight and require the
sale of property.

k) SB 1210 would require that the finding of “blight” be reconfirmed if the redevelopment
plan is io be extended beyond twelve years.

1) 5B 1809 requires that recorded documents include specific information about the
property if it is located in a redeveloprient area, so that researchers can see what potential
plans there may be for the property.

m) AB 1162 is a moratorium on owner-occupied property. This bill may no longer have
relevance if some of the other measures bocome enacted or the voters approve an
Initiative.

n) Therc is a Federal budget bill passed last year that prohibited the use of Federal fimds for
condemnation and aequisition of property for cconomic development purposes. And there
is 2 bill current in the Senate that would extend the prohibition.

0} SB 1650 addresses situations where a jurisdiction takes property and then changes it
mind about the use of the property. It requires that a Resolution be adopted {inding that
the property is also necessary for this additional use. If not, they must offer the property
buck to the original owner at the current value, unless the owner was low income. Then
the price would be closer to the original purchase price. If the owner does not want il
back, it must be sold as surplus. There does not appear 1o be any timeline on this new
local government obligation.

p) The “Anderson Tmtiative” appears likely that it will qualify for (he November ballot.
Some of its language does not relate to current California law or practices. Therefore it
will be very difficult 1o interpret and apply. It also includes provisions that would
significantly rebalance properly rights. ft prohibits the taking of property that would then
be madc avaslable for private use and not for public use. These uses will Jikely have to be
worked out through [egislative action and resolution in the Courts. 1l requires
compensation o property ownets, whose property values are diminished because of the
down zoning of property, limiting access to property, and limiting air space over
property. It thercfore requires compensation to a property owner it they can show that a
jurisdiction’s land use decision has or might in the future cost them moncy. Neighboring
property owners that have increases in the value of their property duc to the same
decision, are not required to pay anything to the one that loscs value. This Initiative will
make null and void all unpublished Court opinions and orders. Most eminent domain
cases are settled in trial court, and these courts do not publish decisions. The
compensation due to properly owners would alse requirc that future dedication
requirements (lo improve aceess to the property for example) not be included in the



q}

4.

calculations of the pnce. The government would also be required to compensate the
properly owner at the highest potential valuc of the property, even if that use of the
praperly is not available to the private owner.

The Legislature is considering placing a competing measure on the ballot that would
hopefully avoid many of the unintended consequences of the Anderson Initiative.

This Initiative may wind up being challenged in the courts under the “single subject” rulc
because it is so broad and contains so many different components. It is unlikely that 1
could be challenged as unconstitutional because the Calilornia voters are within (heir
right te vote in a constilutional change that limits the powers of local governments,

Briefing from C/CAG’s Lobbyist in Sacramento (in person).

Wes Lujan and Chuck Cole reported:

a}
b)

c)
d)

-

g}
b

1)

The State budget may be adopted by the deadline for he first time in 17 years.

There is a projected $5 billion in additional vevenue from personal income tax, sales tax,
and gasoline tax. This has enabled the Administration to pay back the funds that it
borrowed from the schools last year.

Personal income tax accounts for $.53 of each general fund doliar, $.28 comes from the
sales tax, and §.10 from corporation taxcs.

3.53 ot each dollar is spent on cducation, $.29 is spent on health and human services, and
$.08 is spent on corrections.

About $35 billion in four new bonds have been approved for submission to the voters in
the November clcetion. The faihire of the recent libvary bond appears to bode poorly for
the passage of additional bonds in November. Even though there was no oppositoa to
this bond, it appears thal the voters were tired of clections in general, and with the advent
of the computer, lbrarics are no longer viewed in the same way. The nurnout for the
elections was extremely low, again showing the apathy of (he voters,

There will be aboul 41 new faces in the Legistature as a result of term limits. However a
number of these individuals will not be new to the political scenc. Some
Assemblypersons will be moving 1o the Senate and vice-versa, and some retirces will be
FeturTme,

The race for the Governor's Oflice is likely to be the most expensive in history. The other
Conslitutional Offices will also be hard fought.

Included in the package of bunds for the November clection, is $300 million for
stormwater flood management. Hopefully C/CAG and San Mateo County jurisdictions
will qualify [or some of these funds.

ACA 13 carried by Assemblyman Harman, now Senator-Elcet does not appear {o be
moving. Senator Hauman was hammered by his opponents on this bill during the election
(he only won by slightly over 200 votes), and he was counting on support from the
Governor®s Olfice for this bill, which never really materiatized. Tt is expected that the
Governor will highlight his environmental stands in the clection as a way to aliract cross
voters. This may bode well for gaining his support for ACA 13 or a similar bill. [Towever
the Howard Jarvis group remains opposed to the stormwater component of the bill, They
appear to be sefter on the flood management component because of the strong public
support {or addressing this issue. This could cause the Governor to continue to withhold
his supporl for ACA 13,

The Speaker’s bill on telccommunications reform passed overwhelmingly. Advocation
represented C/CAGTs intercsts and testified against the bill. There is a great deal of
political momentum on this issue. Hopefully the Senatc will have a mote reasonable



5.

k)

I}

approach to this reform. Finally, il this bill makes it to the Governor’s Desk, it is hoped
that he will remcmber his partnership with local jurisdictions, and veto the bill,

AB 1346 (C/CAG’s Vehicle Registration Fee) will be sun setling soon. Senalor Simitian
has introduced S 1611 io allow Congestion Management Agencies to levy a $25
Vehicle Registration Fee subject to a majority vote of the public.

AB 2338 provides for an increase in Program, Planning, and Monitoring funds for
Congestion Management Agencies. This could result in an annual increase of $400,000 in
planning funds for C/CAG. The bill passed overwhelmingly in the Assembly.

m) It 15 expected that the Governor will propose paying back the education loan with a

It)
0)

p}

portion of the $5 billion in new revenue projected for the 06-07 budget. This should help
with the passage of the entire budget on schedule this year.

The Govemner appears to be reaching out to individual iabor unions for support in the
November election.

The $33 billion bond package is a mulli year program. In the first vcar $19.5 billion is
proposed.

Advocation will be watching the introduction ol trailer bills for the bonds in order to

introduce language to make it more favorable for San Mateo County to secure bond
funds.

Review and approval of the Monthly Updatc on Pending Lcgislation.

The deadline recently passed for bills to get out of their house of origin. Therefore a number of
the bills listed 10 the repoit are now Dead.

6.

b)

Consideration of positions on various bills:

SB 1225 — incrcase the Vehicle Registralion Fee for the Abandoned Vchiele Abatement
(AVA) Program: Jim Granucci presented this bill and recommended SuppoTt.

Motion: Ta recommend that the C/CAG Board support SB 1223, O 'ConnellitKasten,
HRHAITETRCLS.

SB 1059 - Transmission Line Cormidors: This bilt as it was originally wrilten, removed
land use authority from local jurisdictions as it relates to the silling of transmissivn lines.
The League of Califorma Cities has successfully negotiated amendments to ihe hill to
eliminate the provisions that compromise local land use authority. The League has
theretore removed its opposition to the bill and recommends that its Tocal jurisdiction
members follow suit as a show of support for the willingness of the bill’s author to
address the issucs of concem noted.

Telecommunications Reform: Stalf presented a package of State and Vederal bills for
consideration. It was noted that the Senator McCain bill has not yet been introduced:
thercforc it does nol seem to be prudent 1o take a position on it at this time.

Motion: To recommend the following positions to the C/CAG Board

SB 1059 — Remove Upposition, S 2686 — Oppose, HR 5417 — Support, Senator McCain
bill — Watch, AB 2987 - Continue Opposition, SB 1627 — Oppase. ()'Connell/Kasten,
LRRIOUS.



7. Establish date and time for next meeting (August 10, 2006 at 5:00 p.m.),

The July C/CAG meeting has been canceled and the Legislature will likely be in recess
by the July 13" normally scheduled date for Legislative Commuiles,

5. Other items/Comments from Guests.
MNone.
9 Adjournment.

The meeting was adjourned at 6:50 p.m.






C/CAG AGENDA REPORT

Date: August 10, 2006
To: C/CAG Legislalive Committec
From: Walter Martone

Subject: REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF THE MONTHLY UPDATE REPORT ON
PENDING LEGISLATION

A position may be taken on any legislation, including legislation not previously
identified.

{[or further information contact Walter Martone at 599-1465 or Richard Napicr at 599-1420)

RECOMMENDATION

That the Legislative Committes approve the attached monthly update report on pending
legislation.

FISCAL IMPACT
Not applicable.

SOURCE OF FUNDS

Not applicable,

BACKGROUND/IMSCLSSEON

Attached 15 a list of the bills that appear to be most related 1o the legislative prioritics established
by the C/CAG Board. C/CAG stafT is also be tracking approximately 133 other bills that have
subject matter consistent with C/CAG’s legistative priorities. August 31, 2006 is the last day for
bills to be passed by the Legislature; therelvre many of the bills on these lisls will likely become
decad after that date.

ATTACHMENTS

s Action Report With Summary By Subject.



B1/Z006 11:58284M
ACTION REPORT WITH SUMMARY BY SUBJECT

Legislative Update

Budget
ACAA (Caldarzn) Two-Year Budget 112052004
Status:
D41 42005 - ASM APPR. Reforred to Coms. on BULHGET and APPR,
Cakendar
Summary

Tha California Conslitutlon requires that a budget be submitted by the Governor, and that a Budget Bill be paszed
by the Legislature, for each fiscalyear | This measure would express the intent of the Legislature to enact the
recessary slatutory changes, and to propose tothe peopla the necessary constiluionat changes, to enact a
budget fora two -year fiscal pariod . :

CAZAG ) Euagef

Eminent Domain

SB120 (Tarlakson) Eminent domaln. A - DEA152006
Status:

032202006 - ASM APPR. D pass as amended and be mrafered b the Committee on Approphations.

Calandar

Sum mary

Exsting |aw governing setiement offers in eminent domain proceedings authorizes the recovery of lifgation
expenses under certain crcumstances . Existing iaw provides that if a court finds, an molicn of the defendant, that
the offer of the plaintif was unreasonable and the oifer of e defendant was ressonabls in light of the evidence
admitted and the compensati on awarded in the proceeding, then the costs allowed shallinclude the defendant's
litigation expenses . This bill weuld define lifigation expenses to mean the party's reasonable atlormey's foes and
vosts, including reasonabie expe it witness and appraiser fees . This bill cortsing other related priovigions and other
existing laws .

CACAG T Etinent
Dovmais

Environment

AbB 32 {Nunez) Air pallution: greenhouse gases: Celifernia Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 . A - DEZ2 006
Statug:
D6/262006 - SEN RLS, [0 pass as amandad, and e1efer bo the Committes on Rulas,
Calendar
Sur mary
Page 1 of 13



&1/2008 11:58284M
ACTION REPORT WITH SUMMARY BY SUBJECT

Legislative Update

Under exisling faw, the State Air Resources Board, the State Energy Resources Canservation ang Devalopmeant
Commission (Energy Commission ), and the Califormia Climat: Action Registry all have responzibilitins with respect
tothe contral of emissions of greenhouse gases, ax defined, and the Secratary for Ervironmenlai Protection is
required fo coordinate emission reductions of greenhouse gases and climate change achivity in state govermn ment
This bill weuld enact the Califsrnia Glabal Warming Selutions At of 2006, to require the siate board I adopt
regulations on or before January 1, 2008, estaklishing a pragram to reguire the reporting and verification of
statewide grean house gas emissions, as defined . The bill would require the state board to develop an emissions
baseline and montor and enforce compliance, as specified . The bill would provide that the state board is the slaie
agency charged with monileringand regulating the sourcas and reducing emissions of gases that cause global
warming. The bifl would require the state board to adopt , on or before January 1, 2008, a statewide greenhouze
fas emissions limit to become effective in -~ 2020, as spedfied . The bill would require the Governor lo estabiish an
interagency task foree to coardinate investments of state moneys and state programe that reduce emissions of
greenhouse gases, profots econontic growth, make information publicly available to assist sources of greenhouss
gases to meet the requirements of the bill, ensure that existing state programs support the emissions limlts
established by the state board, monitor conditions and coordinate planning and the state's response o changing
climate conditions as they impact state water supphes, air qualily, environmental and public health condition s , and

the slate’s economy, and create and mainkain an Internel Web site, as spedfied . This bill contains ather related
provisions and other existing laws |
CAZAG 1 Envimrutient
AB 315 {Hancock) School facilities: energy efficiency: design standards. A= OF 112005
Status:
08/30/2005 - SEN THIRD READING Read second time. To thrd rmading,
Calendar
Surm mang

Exdsting law, the: Leroy F . Greene School Facilities Act of 1388 ¢he Greene Act of 1998, astaklishez a program in
which the Slate Allocation Board is required to provids state per  -pupit funding, including hardship funding, for new
school facilities construction and school facilifes modernizalion far applicant schood districts . Thiz bill would
require lhe State Allocation Board, by July 1, 2007 | to adopt regulations to ensure that design standards for new
schoo! facilities constucted in whols or in part with stale funds are in accordance with, among other requirements,
the minimurn d esign and construction critetia, as defined, in the specified Collaboraive for High Performance
Schogls Best Practices Manual . The bill would also requirg the board Lo review other high performance building
organizations’ standards and any guidelines adopted pursuant io a spedified exscutive order, and 1o adopt the
standards that it deems appropriate . This bill contains other related provisions and other exd sting laws

CACAG 1 Enviteitien |
Housing
3D 832 {Perata) CEQA: Infill development. A - 05042005
Status:
O3MA2006 - ASM INACTIVE FILE Placed on inacfive fie on request of Assembly Mamber Cohn,
Calendar
Sum mary

Tha existing Cafifornia Environmental Quality Adt (CEQA) requires a lzad agency, as defined, o prepare, or cause
to be prepared, and certify the completion of, an environmental impact report on a profect that it proposes to carry
out ar approve that may have a significant effed on the environment, of to adapt & negative declaration if it finds that
the project will not have that effect . Exisling law exempts from CEQA a residental projedt facated on an infil site
walhin an urbanized area that meets spedfied critetia, induding that the site of the projedt is not rmere than 4 acres
in total area and the project does not contain more than 100 residential units . This bill would provide an allernstive
tothose oriteria if the site is located in a city with a poputation of more than 200,000 persons |, the site is nol more
than 10 acres , and the projed does not have less than 200 or more than 300 residential units | as adopted by a
resolution of ke city coundil

CACAG i Howrsing

Page 2 of 13



#1/2006 11:55284M
ACTION REPORT WITH SUMMARY BY SUBJECT

Legislative Update
58 1330 {Dunn] Housing develapments: attotiey's fees, A . 05426 2006
Status:
D5/2B/2006 - ASM H. & C.0. Set, irsthaaing, Failed passagein commitike. Reconsiderabion granted.
Calendar
Sumimary

The Flanning and Zoning Law requires [ocal agendes to make specified written findings bazad upon substantial
evidence inthe record before disapproving or condilionally approving a housing development project that renders il
infeasible for the use of very low, low -, or moderate income house holds, including farmworker housing . This law
althorizes an applicant for a housing development projest and a person whe would be eligible o apply for residence
in the development te bring an action for a violalion of lhis provision . This bill would revise the altrney's fees and
costs provisions in all 3 of the above provisions by requiring the cout to award reasonable attewney's fees and
costs, except under exdracrdinary circumstances inwhich the court finds that awarding fees would not further the
purposes of the 86 provisions, in addition to any attomey fees to which the plaintiff |3 entitled under a specified
provision of he Code of Civil Procedure . The bill would delele the January 1, 2007, repeat date for the provisions
referenced in paragraph (2} above . This bill conlains olher exstng laws .

CACAG 1 Howlsirey
Land Use Authority

AB 1162 {Mullin} Eminent domain. A - 0502 2005
Status;
BNG2005- SEN RLS, Re-refered to Com on RLS.
Calendar
Sum marg
Existing law authorizes public entities to seize private property under the power of eminent domain . This bill would

prohibit, until January 1, 2008, a community redeve lopment agency, or community development commi ssion or
Joint powers agency, 23 spedfied, from exercising the power of emineant domain to acquire nwner -necupied

residential real property it ownership of 1he property will be transferred to a private party or private entity . This bill
contains other related prondsions .

CrTAG 1 Lamd Lise CEACzuport

Autifroety

ACA 15 {Mullin) Eminent domain: redovel opment. A . DA 23I0IS
Status:
082472005 - ASM GO, Re-refered to Com an 3.0,
Calendar
S mang

redevelopment . This measure would set forth a constitulional provision prohibiting a redevelopment ageney from
acquiring prope ey through the exerdse of the powser of eminent domain unless it firsl makes a written finding that
the property contains condiions of bolh physical and sconomic biight . This bill contsins clher existng laws .
CACAG ' 1 tand tse
Aurthorky

SB 53 {(Kehoe) Redevelcpmant, A - DRMBL2005
Status:

D6/28/2006 - ASM APPR. From committes: Do pass as amended, bid first amend, and re-refer o Com. an APPR. hyas 7. Moes {)
Calendar

Sum mary

Page 3 of 13
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172008 11:58:284 M
ACTION REPORT WITH SUMMARY BY SUBJECT

Legislative Update

The Community Redevelopment Law authorzas the establishment of redevelopment agencies in communities in
arder 1o address the effacts of blight, as defined, in those communites and requirgs those agencies to prepara, or
causa to be prepared, and approve a redevsloprent plan for each project area Existing law requires that
redevelopment pla n contain certain provisions and authorizes o plan to provide for the agency te acquire by gif,
purchase, lease, or condemnation all or part of the real proparty in the projectarea . This bill would require
redevelopment plans to contain a description of he agency’s program to acquire real proparty by eminent domain,
including prohibitions, if any, en the use of eminent domain, and a time lrmit for e commencement of eminent
domain procesdings . This bill contains other related provisions and other existing laws

CACAG 1 Land Use
Authorky
5B 105% {Escutia) Electric trenemis slon corridors. A - DEF13/2008
Status:
03282006 - ASM APPR. Do pass as amerded and be m-refered to the Commiites an Approgdations .
Calendar
Summary
Exsting law reguires the Slats Energy Rescurces Conservation and Development Commission to adopl a

strategic ptan for the stale's slectric transmission grid using existing resources Existing law requires that the plan

identify 2nd recommend actions required fo implement investments needed to enzurg refiability, relieve congestion,
and Io meet futu re growth in load and generstion, including, but nat limited to, renewab le TESOUNCES, energy
efficiency, and other demand reduction measures . This bill would authorize the commiss ion o desighate a
transmission corridor zone on its own mofien of by application of 2 person who plan= toconsbructahigh  -voltage
electric transmission line withinthe state . The Bill would provide that the designation of alrananission corridor
shall serve to identify & feasible corridor in which can be built a future transmissian line that is consistant with the
siate’s needs and objectives as sef forth inlhe strategic plan adoptad by the commission . The bill would prescrbe
procedures for the designation of a ransmission corrdor zone |, induding publication of the request for designalion
and request for comments, coordination with federal agencies and California Native American tribal g overnments,
infornsational hearings, and reguirements fora proposed decision . Thiz bilf eontains other related provisions and
other existing laws .

CACAG Meutral 7 Land Lizs

Authorty

Local Govt Finance
ACR 79 {Aghazarlan) Fes Payers Bill of Rights. 1 -Q713/2005
Status:

OB/25/2105 - ASM AFPR. SLUSPENSE FILE In committes: Hald undar submission. |ncothinites: Babered o ARFR. suspenag fig,
Caendar

Sum marg

This measure would state that a bill that would impose, increase, or extend the duratian of an exist ng fee, or
authorize the imposition of a new fae should, among other things, he approved by a 213 vote of tha entire
membership of each ofthe 2 houses of the Legislabure |
CACAG ! Loca Gow
Firmance

Other Local Govt Interest

AB 707 {Hancock} Woting by mail: June 6, 2008, primary election. LRGN PlE
Status:
ONE2006- SENE.R. & C A ReqeferradioCom on B, R. & A,
Calendar
Fage & of 13
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¥112006 11:58 2B4M
ACTION REPORT WITH SUMMARY BY SUBJECT

Legislative Update

Summarg :

Exzting law authorizes a local, spedal, ar consolidated election to be conducted whally by mail if the goveming

body of the local agency autharizes the use of alt mailed batiots for the election, the electionis held orran

established mailed ballet elecion dale, and the election meets cerain olher sped fied requirements . This biltwould,
until January 1, 2007, authorize any counly in this state to conduct the June 6, 2005, direct primary el clion whally

by mailed ballots if spedified conditions are met . This bill contains other related provisions and other existing laws
CALAG Evpport 1 Other & ocal
Fovt fnbams st

Redevelopment

SB 1206 [Ka hoe) Redevel apmernt. A - 0810006
Status:

DE2H20E- ASM APPR, Fram sommitlee) Do pass as amended, but fist amend, and re-refer to Com. on APPR. [Ayes £, Noes [1)
Calandar

Sumimanyg

The Community Redevelopment Law atrthorizes the eskablishment of redevelopment agencies in oommunities in
order to address the effects of blight In those commaunities and defines a biighted area as one that 1s predominantly
urbanlzed and characterized by specified condiions . This bill would revise the definition of  “predominanty
urbanized" and revise the conditions lhat characterze a blighted area . The hill would prohibit Lhe inclusion of
norblighted parcals in a redevelopment project area for the purpose of obiaining property t2x revenue from e arsa

without = ubstantial justfication for thelr ndusion . This bill contains other related provisions and other existing
laws.
CAAG T Fedeva bprme
Sales Tax
AB 1282 (Mulfin} Income taxes: credits: ¢ hild care. A - DU 222006
Status:

05/2%2006- SEN APPR. Fom commitiee: Do pass, and re+=fer to Com. on APPR. Revefered (hyes 7 Moes 0.
Cale ncie:

Buwinrnang

The existing Personal Ingeme Tax and Corporation Tax Law provide tax credits for starlup expenses for child care
programs or construcing a child care facility, costs for child care informa bon and referral services, and costs paid

or incamed for contributions 1o a qualified care plan . Under existing law these credits are only availa bie for cerain
taxable y=ars beginning before fanuary 1, 2007, This bil would extend the credils to taxable years beginning before
January 1, 2012 Thiz billwould alsa require the Franchise Tax Board lo report b the Legizlature on the

effectiveness of lhesc crodits, as spedfied . This bill cantaing other related provisions

CACAG ] Salez THx

Smart Growth

AB 1020 {Hancock) Traneportation planning: improved trave! models. A - DEM 82008
Status;
0BF2712006 - SEN APPR. Do pass as amended, and re-refar to the Cammites on Apprepriations,
Calendar
Sum mang
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B1/2006 11582801
ACTION REPORT WITH SUMMARY BY SUBJECT

Legistative Update

Existing law requires cerain transportation planning activifies by the Department of Transporiation and by

dezignated regional agendies. This bill would requirs the depacment, in parnership with cerain federally

designated metropolitan planning organizations , a cerain designated cound| of governments, and certain
slate-designakd regional transpartation planning agendes, to pravide a nolice ta the Legislature by January 3.
2007, on a schedule for a comprehensive review and evaluation of corrent fravel models and modal improvernents
atready underway . The bill would require thess entites using travel models to use models that incorporate specifisd
factors, thereby imposing astate  -mandated looal program | and would require the department to meect wilh Lhese
enliies at lea st annually to evaluate their progress in meeling these requirements . The bill would identify other
objectives that may be included in the travelmodels . The bill would enadt ather related provislons . This bill contains
othar related provisions and alher exsting laws .

CCAG 1 Emart Greawlh
58521 {Torlak=en) Recording fees: Contra Costa County. A - 322 2006
Status:
CE{ZWZ00E - ASM L. GOV, From committes: Do pass. {Ayes 5, Noes 2.}
Calandar
Summang

Existing law establishes the fees to be charged by he county recorder for recording and indexing every instrumart,
paper, or notice required or pemmitted by law to be recorded . Existing law, induding provi sions of the California
Constitution, subject local governmenial agencies to various requirements in imposing, increasing, or extending
general or special taxes, ez, and other local exactions . This bill would aulherize the Contra Cosla County Board
of Supervisers to ad diionally charge $ 1 for each page after the first page that is recorded Ior every real estate
instrument, paper, or notice required or parmitted by law to be recorded in Contra Costa County . The bill would
requite the Contra Costa County Board of Superisors to establish a fund for deposit of the moneys raised by the
increase, which shallbe used o assist in the development of affordable housing for very low incorme housshalds,
lower income hause holds, and moderate incoma houssholds . This bill contains other related provisions .

CACAG Support with T . Smat Growth

arrenamens

Salid Waste & Recycling

5B 3569 (Simitian) Sotid wasta: fire recyeling: waste tire ubber materals. A - 0B/ 202006
Status:

05272008 - ASM APPR. From commitize: Do pass, but first be imrefered to Com.on APRR. {(Ayes 10, Noes 0.) Re-rafered to Com. on APPR,
Calenda:

EAONIE 9a m, - Room 4202 ASM APPROPRIATHONS
Summary

Exlsting law autharizes the Calilornia Integrated Waste Management Board to imptement a program to award
grants lo gities, counlies, distrids, and other local governmental agendies for the funding of public works projects
that use rubbenzed asphalt concrete . The grants are funded by an appropriation in the annual Budge! Act from the
Califomia Tire Recycling Management Fund . Exisfing law becomes inoperative on June 30, 2006, and is repeaiad
on January 1, 2007, This bill would instead authorize the awarding of grants for public works projects that use
wasta tire ubber materials, induding, but not imit2d to, rubberized asphalt concrele and tire  -derived aggregate .
The hill would change several sligiblity qualificalion s for those public works grants, including delsting dishricts from
the eligibility list; expanding the list of materials eligible to be used; decreasing the minimum and deleting the
maximum amount of materials required to be used; and increasing the maximum amount of grant money that can
be awarded. This bill would recommence the grant program on January 1, 2007 |, and would make the program
inoperative on June 30, 2010, The bill would extend the repeal dateto January 1. 2011, This bill conkains other
related provisions and othar existing |aws

crAac Support 1 Solid Waste &
Recycling
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B 12006 11:53:284M
ACTION REPCRT WITH SUMMARY BY SUBJECT

Legislative Update

Stomwater {NPDES)
ACA13 {Haman} Local government: assess ments and fees or charpes. A - Q42112005
Status:
DHAM2005- ASM L GOV. Incemmitee: Set, first hoanng, Hearlng ¢ancefed at the request of author,
Calendar.
Sumrmary

{1) The Callfernta Constitution condifio ns the imposition or increase of an assessment by a dly, county. or specisi
district for flocd confrol purposes upon com pliance with require ments far wiitten notice Io property owners, a peblic
hearing, and an opporunity for majority protest . Tha Califomia Constitution exempts the imposition of a fiood
conkol assessment existing on November 6, 1996, fram these requirements . This measure would instead exempt
from these requirements an agsessmant for the purposes of fnancing the capilal costs or maintenance and
operatian expenses of food control, whether the assessm ent existed on November G, 18596, or iz imposed afler
that date . This bill contains other related provisions and other existing laws

CAAG Supoort with 1 Storamwater
amendrienls (NFDES

Telecommunications

AB 1547 {Levine) Tekcommunications: ¢ sommunications companles: stata policies. A - 2505
Status:

0B/252005 - SEN INACTIVE FILE T nactive file - Senata Ruk 28,

Calendaw:

Summary

Exdsting law, the Public Utifities Act, sets forth the findings and declaratians of the Legislature regarding described
policies for telecommunications in California . This bill would state the intent of the Legislature to establish rules for
the provisien of communications services thal encourage fair competition

CACALG 1 Telecommunica
Yo
AE 2087 {Hunez) Cable and videa service. A = OG22 12005
Status:
0622006 - SEN E. U, 5C. Do pass as amanded, and re-mefer tothe Comimttes an Rules.
Calendar
Summary

{1} Exigting law provides that any city, county, or city and county may auwthonize by franchise or license the
construction and operation of 2 community antenna television system and prescribe rules and regulations to

protedt the subsaibers . Bxisting law requires that cable and video service providers oomply with specified

customer service standards and performance standards . This bill would establish a procedurs for the issuance of
slate franchises for the provision of video senvice, which would be defined to indude cable serdce and open -video
systams, that would he administered by the Secrelary of Slate . The Secretary of State woeld he the sole
tranchising authority for state franchises b provid e video senices . The bifl would require any person or corporation
who seeks Lo provide vides servics In this state to file an applicatonwith the Secretary of Slate for a state
franchise with specified information, signed under penalty of perjury . By creating & neay crime, the bill wourld
impose a state -mandated local program . This bill contains other retated provisions and olher existing laws

CACAG Opposg H Telecommt ica
tonz

5B 850 {Escutia) Broadband telecommunications service. A - DVOR2006
Status: .

0302 005- AT UL & C_ Froen commities with authors amendments. Read second time. Amended . Rerefered to commitize.
Calendar

Page 7 of 13
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B1f2006 11:5828AM
ACTION REFPORT WITH SUMMARY BY SUBJECT

Legislative Update

Summarg

Under existing law, the Fublic Liilties Commission has regulatory authority over public utiliies, including
telephone corporations . Existing law imposes various duties an the commission with regard to the provision of
universal telephone and k=lecommunications service . This bill would make Legislatve findings and dec arations
relating to telecommunication services, and would state the intenl of the Legisiature o enact legislation relating Is
encouraging fair competition in the provision of video servica, encouraging the widespread build  -out of

state-of -the-art video senvice, providing for a state  -issued franchise as an alternative to obtalning a local franchise,
and permitting existing cable cperators to transition to anew state  -issued Fanchise, as provided . The bill would
alzo stata the Legidature's intent Lhal legislation snacled to achieve these purpeses not alter focal governmental
gontral of the local right of way with regard to the construdifon of ®elephone lines, as provided

CACAG 1 Tefo commrmmica
tions

5B 903 (Escutia} Broadband access. A - D005
Status:
TAO2006 - ASM INACTIVE FILE Placed on inaslive file on request of Assembdy Manber Frommer.
Calendar
Sum mary
Exsing law pravides for various programs for the devalopment of telecommunications servlces inthe state . This bill

would, until January 1, 2010, establish the Califomia Broadband Access Coundl in state government, with a
spedcfied membership, and require the coundl o develop a broadband access srategy to promote the ubiguitous
use of high -speed Inlemet communicatio ns and computing technology by all Californians consistent with specified
principles. This bill contains other related provisions .

CACAG ) Telacommunicg
tions
SB 1827 {Keboe} Wirelass telecommunication facilities. . . . . A - OBI0R2005
Status:
06202006 - ASM APFR. Do pass as amended and be mrefermed to the Committea o Appropiations.
Calendar
Summary

The Planning and Zoning Law authorizes the legisiative bady of any county or city to adept ordinance s that, among
otherthings, reg ulats the use of buildings, structures, and land as between industry, business, residences, and
open space. This bifl would require a dity, including a charter city, or counly to administatively approve an
application to collocate a wirele ss telecommunications facllity, as defined, through the issuanca of a building
permit or a nondiscretionary permit, as spedfied . This bill contain s sther refated provisions and olher exdsting
laws.,

CACAG Cyrpo 5e 1 Talg oorirnica
fions

Transparfation - Other

AB 2538 (Walk} Tranaporation funds: planning and programming regional agencies. A - 05/ 26/2006
Status:

062972006 - SEN APPR. From committes: Do pass, andrerafar to Com. on AFPR. Reqefered (Ayes 9. Noes 43,
Calendar :

Summarg

Page 8 of 13
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BH/2006 11:58:2 840
ACTION REPORT WITH SUMMARY BY SUBJECT

Legislative Update

Existing law generally provides for programming and allocatlon of finds for transportalion capital improvement
prajects through he state fanspotation improvement program process adminiskred by the California
Tranzportation Commi ssion . Existing law requires 25% of available funds to be programemed and expended on
interreglonal Improvement projects nominated by the Department of Transportalion, and V5% of available funds to
he programmed and expended on regiohat improvement projedts nominated by regional transportation planning
2gencies or county transporiation commissions, as applicable, through adoption of a regional transport ation
improvement program . Exisiing law authorizes a transportation planning agency or county transportaton
commission o request and receive upte 1% of regional imp roverment fund expenditures For the purposes of project
planning, pregramming, and monitoring, but aulthorizes an amount upto 5% of those eapenditures for a
tranzportation planning agency ar county transportation commission not recaiving federal metropolitan planning
funds . This bill would inskead authorize each transportafion planning agency or county transpartation commission
torequest and receive up to 5% of thoss funds for the purposes of project planming, programming, and maonitering
The bil would change the references lo "regional improvement funds " to inskead refer to "gounty share " The kil
would make eter conformingchanges .

CACAG Support ) Trans porta for-
lher

Transportation - Reoads

5B 172 {Torlakscn) Bay araa state-cwned toll bridges: financing. A - 3/ 27 (2005
Status:

0 F205 - ASM TRANS. TaCom, on TRANS,

Calandar

Summary

Exsting law specifies the powers and duties of the Department of Transportation, the Metro politan Trans portation
Commission, and the Bay Area Toll Authority with respect to the colleclion and expenditure of toll revenue from Lhe

" state-owned tall bridges within 1he geographic judsdiction of i cofmmissisn . Under exigting law, this toll revenue,
other than revenue from the § 1 seismic surchargs, is deposited into the Bay Area Toll Account and controlled by
the authonly . Existing law requires tha depariment and the authority to enter inte a cooperative agresment that
mzkes the depariment responsible for operaling the bridges and for canstructing improvements Lo the bridges
financed by toll revenuas | Edsting law estimates the cost to seismically retraft the stale -owned bay area tofl
bridges and identifies funding to be made available for this purpoese fom various sourees, including impositon of a
$1 sefsmic refrofit surcharge . Under existing law, this surcharge revenue is deposited into e Toll Bridge Seismic
Retroft Account for expenditure by the department unlil completion of he seismic projecls and payment of the
bonds kssued to finance hose projects | This bill would state the Legislature's finding s that the amount identified for
the seismic relrofit of the state  owned toll Gridges is insufficient and would =tate its infent to ide ntfy addifonal
furding source s for those projedts . The bill would require the ssismic retrofit surchargs to be paid to the acthorily
and deposited into the Bay Area Toll Account, and would require he department to leansfer to the authority, for
deposit inte that account, all revenua from the surcharge . The bill would continuously appropriate all ssismic
surcharge revenues in the account io the authority for purposes specified by law . The bill would authorize on of
afler January 1, 2008, Lhe authorlty to increase the seismic retrofil surcharge by § 1, This bill contains other related
provisions and other existing laws .

CACAG Support 1 Tranzpaortalion- MTC
Roads StafE suppot
S8 2 (Torlakson) Pubiic contracts: design-build contracting: transportation entities, A - ONZ32006
Status:
O1 3152006 - ASM DESK In Assembly. Read first time. Held at Desk.
Calendar.
Sum mary

Page 9 of 13
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W1/2006 11:58:288M
ACTION REPORT WITH SUMMARY BY SUBJECT

Legislative Update

Existing law sets forth requirements for the solicitation and evaluation of bids and the awarding of contracts by
public entites far the erection, construction, alteration, & pair, orimprovernent of any public structure, building,

road, or other public improvement . Existing law also authorizes specified state agencies, dties. and counties ko
implement aitemative proceduwes lor the awarding of conlracts on adesign -build basis . Exisfing law, unil January
1, 2007, authorizes transit operators to enter into a design -build contract, 25 defined, acoording to spesified
procedures. This bill would declare the intent of the Legislature to anad |egislation that would deve lop an alternative
and opficnal procedura for hidding on highway, bridge, tunnel, or public ransit con struction proie ds in the
jurisdiction of any county, local transportation autharity, as defined, or local or re gional transpa tation entity, as
provided, and would authorize the Deparment of Transperlation lo develop ah altarnative bidding procedura for
highway, bridge, or tunnef projects on the state highway system

CACAG

Suppoet 1 Trans partafion MTC-support
Roags
SB 1024 {Perata) Public works and improvements: bond measure. A - 1262006
Status:
012312005 - ASK DESK In Assembly. Read first time, Hebd at Oesk,
Calendar
Sum mary

Existing law provides various lunding sources for transportation purposes . This bill would enact the Safe Fadilities,
Improved Maobilty, and Clean Air Bond Adtof 2006 to authorize an unspecified amounl of slale generat obligation
bonds for specifed purpesss, including the state ransperlation improvement program, paszenger rail
imptovements, levee mprovemeants, lood control, restoration of Proposition 42 transportation funds, port
infrastructure and security projects, trade corrders of significance, transit security projects, grade separation
prajects, local bridge ssismic upgrade projeds, state  -local partnership Lranspartation projects, emissions reduction
projects, environmental enhancemenl projects, ransit  -ongnted development, and housing, regional growth, and infil)
development purposas, subject to voter approval . This bilk contains other refaled prowvisions

CATAG ] _ Supgoard T Trans porta tion- MTC

Foads Staftsunpait

Transportation - Transit

AB 1694 (Frommer} Commuter trains: aperation A - OB3S006
Status:

05272006 - 5EMN AFPR. Do pass as amended, and re-rafer Lothe Cammiltes an Apgroprietions,
Calandar

Summary

Existing law provides for federal regulaticn of safely and equipment maters relstive to rail passenger and Teight
senvice, and provides for federal and state funding of various rail passengar services throughout the state . Existing
law sets forth respon sbilities of the Public Utlites Commission relative to railroad safety . This hilt would require a
transpartatian agency opecating eommuler rall servics, as defined, or contracting for the operation of commuter rail
senvice, 1o prohibit passengers from riding in the forward 10 rows of seats of any level of 3 cab car on a commuler
train operating in push condiguration . The bill would also, commencing January 1, 2010, prohikit these
transporiaton agencies from operating, or contracting with a commuker rail service that cperates, & commuter rain

in push configuration . Becauss the bill imposes hew requiremenls on local agendies, it would impose a
state-mandated focal program . This bill contains other relaled provisions and other existing laws

CACAG 1 Trag porta o
Tranci
Transportation-All
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B1£2006 11:53:284M
ACTION REPORT WITH SUMMARY BY SUBJECT

Legislative Update
AB 2444 {Klehs) Congestion manage ment and mator vehicle environmental mitigation fees. A - O R 08
Btatus:
CE/2H2006- SEM E.Q. Joint Rule 6% 131 suspandad,
Caendar
8MN706 Upon adoumment of session - Room 112 SEN ENVIROMVENTAL GUALTY
Sum manryg

Existing law provides for the imposition by air districts and other local age noies of fees on the registration of mator
vehides in certain areas of the sizte that are in addition to the basic vehidl & registration fee collectad by the
D partment of Motor Vehicles . This Bill would authorize the congestion management agenciss inthe 9 Bay Area

counties, by a 2/2 vote of all of the members of the governing board, to impose an annual ke of upto S 5 on motor
vehides registered within those cousties for a program for the management of traffic congestion . The bill would
require a program wikh parformance measures and a budget io be adopted before the fee may be imposed . The kill

would require the agency 1 have an independent audit performed on the program and to submil a repon to the
Legislature on the program by July 1, 2011, The kill would require the Department of Molor Yehicles, if requested,
to colledt the fze and distribute the net revenue s, affer deduction of specif ed costs, tothe agency . The bill weuld
requirg that the fees collected may only be used to pay for programs bearing a ralationship or benefit to the owners
of motor vehicles paying the fee, and would requirg the 3 gency to make a specified finding of fact in that regard by
a 2/2 vote: . This bill contains other refated provisions |

CAAG Neutral 1 Trams porlation

Al

ALA 4 {Plescia) Transportation Investment Fund. A - DS0058
Status:

0171002006 - ASM APFPR. From committes: Be adopted, and re-refer to Com. on APPR, Re-meferred . (Ayes 13. Noes 0.) {Januaty &),

Calandar:

Summaryg

Article X[ B of the California Constitution requires, commencing with the  2003-04 fizcal year, that sales taxes on
motor vehisle fudl fiat are dapbsited Rfa the Ganeral Fuhd be transferred o the Transportation lnvestment Fund for
gllezation fo vardous ranspotalicn purposes | Article XX B austhorizes this trensfer to the Transg otation Invesiment
Fund to be suspended inwhole or in part for a fiscal year during a fiscal emergency pursuant to a proclamation by
the Governmor and the enactmert of a statte by a 243 vote in each houga of the Legisfature if the statule docs not
contain any unrelated provision  This measure would delete the provision aulherzing the Governor and the
Lagislature to suspend the ransfer of revenues from the General Fund to the Transportation investment Fund for a
fiscal year during a fiscal emargency

CACAG Supnort 1 Transporta fion

Al

ACA 9 (Bogh) Motor vehicle fuel sake s tax revenue, 1-01/24/2005
Status:

MAN2006 - ASM APPR. Fram commites; Be adopted, and e-efer to Com. on APPR. Re-mfertad. {8y2s 13, Noes 0.) (January 5.
Calendar:

Summaryg

Existing provisions of the Califernia Constitution require that sales bxes on motor vehide fuelthat are deposited
into the General Fund be translerred to the Transpodstion Investment Fund and wsed for tra nsportation purposes,
but allow the transfer of these revanues to be suspended inwhole or in part for afiscal year under specified
circgmstances by @ sfatute enacted by a 243 wote of the membership of each house of he Legistature | This
meagure would changa Lhe vate requirement to 45 of the membership of each house of the Legidature in order tn

enact a slalute suspending in whole orin par the 1ransfer of this paricular revenue from the General Fund to the
Transportabon vestrmen] Foarad |

CATALG Suppart 1 Transporlation
At

Page 11 of 13
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BH/2006 11:58:2BA M
ACTION REPORT WATH SUMMARY BY SUBJECT

Legislative Update

ACA 11 {Oropeza) Transpaortation funds: loans. | -02 1842005
Status:

012006 - ASM APFR. From sammittee: Be adegted, and re-mefer taCGom. on AFPR. Re-mierrad. {Ayes 13. Noes 0.) (January 10,
Calendar:

Surm many

Article XIX of the Califormia Constitution requires excise taxes on motor vehide fuel and certain fees impased on
motor vehieles o be used only for spedified transportation and vehide  —related purposes, but authorizes thesa
excisa tax revenues to be loaned to the Gensral Fund under ceriain condiions, including a requirement that the

funds be repaid wilkin 3 years. Artide X[X A of the California Constibtion provides that funds inthe Public
Transportation Acgowil, which 2re derlved fom certain sales taxes on motor vehicle fuels, may be loaned to the
General Fund or any other state fund or account under cortain conditions, including a requirement that the furds be
repaid within 3 years. This meazure woutd require interest to be paid on a loan of revenvues subject to either Article
XK or X0X A if the loan is not repaid during the saine fiscal year in which it was made . The measure would raguire g
loan made purguant to Adicle XX or X% Atobe made pursuant ta a statute establishing the terms for repayment

and would prohibit the enactment of a statute making a new loan pursuant to Artice X0 ar XIX A prior to the full
repayment of each provicus lsan under Arficls XEX or XB A, respustively . The measure would also prohibit a loan
from being authorized by a statule during morethan 2 fiscal years within anypefiodof 10 consecutive fiscal years
The measure would alsa authorize tax reverues subject ta Artide X0 or X1 A o be loaned ta other state funds o
accounts in additon o the General Fund | This bill contains other related provisions and other exi sing laws

CACAG Support 1 Trans porfation
Al

58 1181 {Alarcon) $tate highways: design-sequencing contracts, A - DA R006
Status:
052172006 - ASM AP PR, Read second time. Amended. Re-relered b Com. on APPR.
Calendan
MIH0E 9a.m. - Room 4202 ASM APPROPRIATIONS
simiarg - ;
Existing law authorizes the Deparirent of Transportation, until January 1, 2010, to conduct a pilot project b award
design-sequencing conlbacts, as defined, for the design and construction of not maore Han 12 transportation

projects, 1o be selected by the Cirector of Transportation . This hill woukd instead generally authorize lhe
departmert, until Jaruary 1, 2012, ta award contracts far projects using the design sequencng conlract methed, i
certain requiraments are met . The bill would require the depariment to continue the Lse of a PEET review committes
to assist the depariment in preparing an annuwal report to the Legistalure describing and evaluating the outcome of
lhz design-sequencing conlacts until Becember 31, 2071,
C/CAG 1 Trans povts tfor
Aff

5B 1811 (Simitian) Cangestiorn management fees. A - D 18/2006
Status:

OB/292006 - ASM APPR. From committee: Do pass as amended, bt fist amend, and re-mfed b Gom. on APPR, [Ayes 5. MNoes 2)
Caendarn

Summary
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Br2006 11:58:22AM
ACTION REPORT WITH SUMMARY BY SUBJECT

Legislative Update

Exizling law provides for creation of congestion management agendies in various counties with specified powers

and dulies relative to managemea nt of fransportation congestion . Existing law provides for the imposition by air
dislicts and certain other local agencies of fees on the registration of motor vehicles in certain areas of the stats
that are in addition to the basic vehide registration fee collecied by the Department of Meter Vehicles . This bill
woltld authorize a congeslion management agancy , of where there is no congestion management agency, the
board of supervisors, to place a majority vole ballet measura before the vaters of a county authorizing the

imposition of an annual fee of up to § 25 on each motor vehicle registerad within e county for tra nsportation
projects and pragrams with a mslationship or benefit to Lhe persons payingthefea | The bill would require the ballot
measure resolution ko be adopted by a majarity vote of the governing Board of the cangestion managemeni agency
or the board of supervisors, as appropriate, al a noficed public hearing and would alss require the resoluiion to
contain & specified finding of fat . The hill would require the Department of Motor Vehicles, if reguested, o colleet
the fee and distribute the proceeds, ater dedu ction of specified adminisirative costs, 1o the agency or the board of
supegnisars, as appropriate . and would enact other rel ated provisions

CACAG Suppex! 1 Trans porlalion
Al

Vehicle Abatement

AB 2ed1 {Pavl=y) Vehicles: registraflon fees: Aines. A= DY XEM06
Status:

0B/282006 - SEMN AFPFR. From committes: Do pass, and resefer o Gom.an APPR. Rarefermd, (Ayes 7. Moes 6.
Calendar

Surn mary

Existing law authorzes & coonty 1o establish a service avihority For the abatement of abandoned vehicles and
impose a % 1 vehicke registration fee and an additional § 2 fee upon all comrmercial motar vohices that are subjecl
the permanent trailer identification program . These fees are collectad by the Department of Motor Vehides . The net
amount of monsy collected fromrhese fees s required i be deposited in he Abandoned Yehicls Trust Fund,
which is continuously approprigted tothe Controller for aflocation o participating service authorities, as specifisd
This bill would adjust the amount of these fees toanamount not o exceed 3 2, and not o exceed § 4, respectively,
ratherthan $ 1 and $2. Because this bill would allow for an increase in revenues in a continuously appropriated fund,
this Gill would thereby make anappropriation . This hill conlains ather selated provisions and other existing laws

CACAG 1 Vo hicle
Ab alerngnt

SE 1225 {Chesbro) Service authority: registration and service Fees, A - I 23,2006
Status:
QBF2R2006 - ASK APPR, SUSPENEE FILE Ptaced on APPR. suspens e fie,
Calendar.
Summang
Exigtirg law authorizes the establishrment of a service authorly for the abatement of abandoned vehicles and the
imposition of 8 $ 1 vehide registration fee in a county if the board of supervisors of that county, by a 213 vote, and a

majarity of the citizs having a majority of he incorporated populati on within the county adopt resciutions providing
forthe establishment of that a uthonty and the imposition of he 3 1 fea, Exsling taw imposes an additional $ 2
service fea on & commercial motar vehicle . This billwould revise the amount of the vehide registral on fee for these
purposes from § 1 to 1 or $2 | and would revize the amount of the ad difanal servipe fee imposed on a commercial
miotor vehicla from $ 2 ta $2 or §4, as established by he service authorty . The bill would requise the same adoption
procedure set forh above for an increase of the fee from § tio %2,

cAzAG Stpoort 1 Viicia
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C/CAG AGENDA REPORT

Date; August 10, 2006
To: C/CAG Legislative Committes
From: Walter Martone

Subject: REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF POSITIONS ON VARIOUS BALLOT
PROPOSITIONS

A position may be taken on any legislation, including lepislation not previously identified.

(For further information contact Waller Martone at $99-1465 or Richard Napicr al 599-1420)

RECOMMENDATION

That the Legislative Committee consider developing positions on specific bills/issucs for

consideration by the C/CAG Board, Due to the fact that thesc items will appear on the ballot,

C/CAG staff is not permitted to make recommendations to support, oppose, ot olher. We cat

however provide you with information to assist you in evaluating these Propositions.

a) Proposition 1A — Transportalion Funding Protection

b} Proposition 1B — tTighway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality, and Port Sceurity Bond
Act ol 2006

¢) Proposition 1C -- Housing and Emcrgency Shelter Trust Fund Act of 2006

d) Proposition |E — Disaster Preparedness and Flood Prevention Bond Act of 2006

¢) Propesition 84 — Water Quality, Safety and Supply. Flood Conirol. Natural Resource
Protection. Park Improvements. Bonds. Initialive Statute

t) Proposition 90 — Government Acquisition, Regulation of Private Property. Initiative
Conpstitutional Amendment

FISCAL TMPACT

Many of these Propositions, if approved by the voters in November, will result in significant
increases in funds available to C/CAG for transportation and stonmwater pollution prevention
PEQETATIIS.

SOURCE OF FUNDS

State bonds secured by State General Fund revenues.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION

a} Propositien 1A - Transportation lunding Protection
This measure amends the State Constitulion to further limit the conditions under which the
Proposition 42 transfer of gasoline sales tax revenuces for transportation uses can be
suspended. Specifically, the measure requires Proposition 42 suspensions to be treated as
loans to the General Fund that must be repaid in full, including interest, within three years of
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suspension. Furthcrmore, the measure only allows suspension to eccur twice in ten
conseculive [iscal years. No suspension could eceur unless prior suspensions (excluding
those made prior to 2007-08) have been repaid in full,

b) Proposition 1B — IHighway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quatity, and Port Security Bond
Act of 2006

This measure authorizes the state to scll about $20 billion of general ebligation bonds (o fund
transportation projects to rclieve congestion, improve the movement of goods, improve air
quality, and enhance the salety and security of the transportation system.

¢} Proposition 1C — Housing and Emergency Shelter Trost Fund Act of 2006

Thiz measure authorizes the statc to scli $2.85 hillion of general obligation bonds to fund 13
new and cxisting housing and development programs.

d) Propositien 1E — Disaster Preparedness and Flood Prevention Bond Act of 2006

This measure authonzes the state to sell about $4.1 billion in general obligation bonds for
various flood management programs.

e) Proposition 84 — Water Quality, Safety and Supply. Flood Control. Natural Resource
Protection. Park Improvements. Bonds. Initiative Statute

This initiative allows the state to scll $5.4 billion in general obligation bends for safe

drinking watcr, watcr quality, and waler supply; flood control; natural resource protection;
and park improvermnents.

)  Proposition 90 — Government Acquisiion, Regulation of Private Property. Initiative
Constitutional Amendment

This measure Toquites govermment to pay property owners if it passes certain hew laws or
rules that result in substantial economic losses to their property.

ATTACHMENTS

Information provided by the Legislative Analyst’s Olfice titled “An Overvicw of Statc Bond
Detbt.” '

Impartial analysis done by the Legislative Analyst’s Office and argumeniy presented lor and

against cach Proposition.

a) Proposition LA — Transportation Funding Proteclion

b) Propesition 1B —Ilighway Safety, Tratfic Reducticn, Air Quality, and Port Scounty Bond
Act of 2006

¢) Proposition 1C — Ilousing and Emergency Shelter Trust Fund Act of 2006

d) Proposition 1E — Disaster Preparedness and Flood Prevention Bond Act of 2006

e} Proposition 84 — Water Quality, Safety and Supply. Flood Control. Nalural Resource
Proteciion. Park Improvements. Bonds. hutiative Statute

[} Proposition 20 — Government Acquisition, Regulation of Private Property. Initiative
Constitutional Amcndment
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An Overview of State Bond Debt

This section provides an overview of the state’s current situation involving bond debt. It also discusses the impact
that the bond measures on this ballot would, If approved, have on the state's debt level and the costs of paylng off
such debt over time,

Background

What Is Bond Financing? Bond financing is a type of long-term borrowing that the state uses to raise money for

various purposes, The state obtains this meney by selling bonds to Investors, In exchange, It agreess to rapay this
money, with Interest, according to a specified schedule.

Why Are Bonds Used? The state has traditionally used bonds to finance major capital outlay projects such as roads,
educational facllitles, prisons, parks, water projects, and office buildings (that is, infrastructure-related projects). This
is done mainly because these facilitias provide services over many years, their large dollar costs can be difflcult ta pay
for all at once, and different taxpayers benefit over time from the facilities. Recently, however, the state has also
used bond financling to help close major shortfalls in its General Fund budget.

What Types of Bornds Does the State Sell? The state sells three major types of bonds. These are:

m General Fund-Stupported Bonds:o These are pakd off frani the state’s General Fund, which |5 [argely supported
by tax revenues. These bonds take two forms. The majority are general obfigation bonds. These must be
approved by the voters and their repayment is guarantead by the state’s general taxing power. The second
type is lease-revenue bonds, These are paid off from lease payments (primarily financed from the Genera!
Fund} by state agencles ustng the facilitles the bonds finance. These bonds do not require voter approval and
are not guaranteed. As a result, they have somewhat higher interest costs than general obligation bonds.

s Traditional Revenue Bonds. These also finance capital projects but are not supported by the Genaral Fund.
Rather, they are paid off from a designated revenue stream—usually generated by the projects they finance—
such as bridge tolls, These bonds also are not guaranteed by the state’s general taxing power and do not
reguire voter approval.

m Budget-Related Bonds. In March 2004, the voters approved Proposition 57, authorizing $15 billlon ln bonds
to help pay off the state’s accumulated budget deficit and other obligations. OF this amount, $11.3 billion was
raised through bond sales in May and June of 2004, and $3.7 billicn is available for [ater sales, The impact an
the General Fund of paying off these bonds is an annual cost of about $1.5 billion. {Current law also allows for
additional debt-service payments from the Budget Stabilization Account—BSA—establlshed by Proposition 58 in
arder to pay off the bonds earllar.) The bonds® repayments are also guaranteed by the state's general taxing
povrer.

What Are the Direct Costs of Bond Financing? The state’s cost for using bonds depends privnarily on the amount
sold, their interest rates, the time period over which they are repaid, and their maturity structure. For example, the
most recently sodd general obligation bonds will be paid off over a 30-year period with fairly level annual payments,
Assumlng that a bond issue carries a tax -exempt Interest rate of 5 parcent, the cost of paying it off wih leval
payments aver 30 years is close Yo $2 for each dollar borrowed—3%1 for the amount borrowed and clase to §1 for

Interest. This cost, however, |5 spread over the entire 30-year period, so the cost after adjusting for inflation is
considerably less—about $1.30 for each $1 borrowed.

http:/fvww lao.ca.govballot2006/bond 11 2006.hitn 71262006
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The State’s Current Debt Situation

Amount of General Fund Debt. As of July 1, 2006, the state had about $45 biflion of infrastructure-related Ceneral
Fund bond debt outstanding on which it is making principal and Interest payments. This consists of about $37 billion
of general obligation bonds and $8 billion of lease-revenus bonds. In addition, the state has not yet soid about

$£30 tlllion of authorized general cbligation and lease-revenue infrastructure bonds. Most of these bonds have been
committed, but the projects Involved have not yet been started or those in progress have net yet reached their major
construction phase. The above totais do not inciude the budget-related bonds identified above.

General Fund Debt Payments. We estimate that General Fund debt payments for infrastructure-related general
obiigation and lease-revenus bonds were about $3.9 blllion In 2805-06. As previously authorized but currently unsold
bonds are marketed, outstanding bond debt costs will peak at approximately $5.5 billion In 2010-114. ¥, in additian,
the annual costs of the budget-related bonds are included, total debt-service costs were $5.1 billion in 2005-06, and
wlill rlse to a peak of $8.4 billion in 2009-10. (These amaunis assumea additional repayments from the BSAL)

Debt-Service Ratio. One indicator of the state’s debt situation [s its debt-service ratlo {DSR). This ratio indicates the
portlon of the state’s annual revenues that must be set aside for debk-service payments on bonds and therefore are
not avallable for other state programs. As shown in Flgure 1, the D3R increased in the early 1990s and peaked at

5.7 percent befora falling back to below 3 percent in 2002-03, partly due to some deflelt-refinancing actlvities. The
DSR then rose again beqinning in 2003-04 and currently stands at 4.2 percent For infrastructure bonds. It is expacted
Lo tncrease to a peak of 4.8 percent in 2008-09 as currently authorized bonds are sold.

Figure 1
Gonoral Fund Debi-Service Ratio®
o P
) weix Bonds an Mo pmbear 2005 Baliot
& L R .| = Prrdpuaby Aoghorized Bongla

Enlo of deki-sarie paymernte X bvbnues 30d bmisfers. Exades bodpst-mhated horda

Effects of the Bond Propositions on Tthis Ballot

There are five general abligation bond measures on this ballot, totaling $42.7 billion in new authorizations. These
Include:

w Propositian 18, which would authorize the state to issue $19.9 billion of bends to finance highway safety, traffic
reduction, alr quallty, and port securiby,

w Proposition 1C, which would authorize the state to issue $2.85 billion of bonds for housing and development
programs.

m Proposition 1D, which would authorize the state to issue $10.4 billion of bands to finance kindergarten through
university education facilities.

http:/fwww.lao.ca.gov/ballot/2006/bond 11 2006.him 2672006
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» Proposition 1E, which would authorize the state to issue $4.1 billion of bonds for flood contral pryjects.

= Proposition 84, which would authorize the state to issue $5.4 billion of bonds to fund various resoyrce-ralated
projects.

The first four measures make up an infrastructure bond package approved by the Legistature and Governor. The fifth
medsure was [Haced on the ballot through the [nitiative process.

Impacts on Debt Payments. If the $42.7 billion of bonds on this ballot are all approved, thay wauld require Lotal
debt-service payments over the life of the bonds of about twice that amount. The average annual debt service on the

bonds would depend on the timing of their sales. If they were sold over a 10-year period, the budgetary cost would
average roughly $2 billion annually.

Impact on the Debt-Service Ratio. Figure 1 shows what would happen o the state’s DSR over time if &l of the
honds were approved and sold. It would peak at 5.9 percent in 2010-11, and declinc thereafter.

Frepared by the Legisfative Analyst’s Office

Returr to Propositions

Return to Legislative Analyst's Office Home Page

http:fmrww.1:10.ca.gov!bul]ﬁﬂzﬂﬂ&’hﬂnd__1 I 2006.htn o 72612006
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Propaosition 1A

Transportation Funding Protection. Legislative Constitutional
Amendment.

Background

California spends about $20 billion a year to maintain, operate, and improve its
highways, streets and roads, passenger rail, and iransit systems. About one-half of the
funding comes from various local sources, including local sales and property taxes, as
well as transit fares. The remainder comes from the state and federal levels, largely from
gasoline and dicsel fuel taxes, and truck weight fees.

Currently, the state levies two types of taxes on motor fuels:

+  An excise tax of 18 cents per gallon on gasoline and diesel fuel. {This s
gencrally referved to as the gas tax.}

o A statewide 6 percent tax on the sale of gasoline and diesel fuel (“sales tax”).

Gas Tex. Revenues from the state excise tax on gasoline and dicsel fuel used on
public roads total about $3.4 billion per ycar. The State Constitution restricts the use of
- these revenues ta specific transportation purposes. These include construchng,
maintaining, and operating public streets and highways, acquiring right of way and
constructing public transit systems, as well as mitigating the environmental effects of
these facilities.

Sales Tax, The state’s sales tax on gasoline and diesel fuel currently provides about
$2 billion a year. Until 2002, most of the revenues from the state sales tax on gasoline
were not used for transportation purposes. Instead, these revepues were used for
various general purposes including education, health, social services, and corrections.
Proposition 42, which was approved by voters i 2002, amended the State Constitution
to dedicate most of the revenue from the sales tax on gasoline to transportation uses.
Specifically, Proposition 42 requires those revenucs that previously went to the General
Fund be transferred to the Transportation Investment Fund to provide for
improvements to highways, streets and roadls, and transit systems. Proposition 42,
however, allows the transfer to be suspended when the state faces fiscal difficulties.
Proposition 42 is silent as to whether suspended transfer amounts are o be repaid to
transportafion.

Since 2002, the state has suspended the Proposition 42 transfer twice because of the
state’s fiscal condition. Tn 2003-04, the transfer was suspended partially, and in 2004-05,
the full amount of the transfer was suspended. Existing law requires that these
suspended amounts, with interest, be repaid to transportation by 2008-09 and 2007-08,
respectively.

Page10f2
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Proposal

This measure amends the State Constitution to further limit the conditions under
which the Proposition 42 transfer of gasoline sales tax revenues for transportation uscs
‘can be suspended. Specifically, the measure requires Proposition 42 suspensions to be
treated as loans to the General Fund that must be repaid in full, including interest,
within three years of suspension. Furthermore, the measure only allows suspension to
occur twice in ten consecutive fiseal years. No suspension could occur unless prior
suspensions (excluding those made prior to 2007-08) have been repaid in full.

In addition, the measure lays out a new schedule to repay the Proposition 42
suspensions that occurred in 2003-04 and 2004-05. Specifically, the suspended amounts
must be repaid and dedicated to fransportation uses no later than June 30, 2016, ata
specified minimum annual rate of repayment.

Fizeal Effects

This measure would have no direct revenwe or cost effect. By limiting the frequency
and the conditions under which Proposition 42 transfers may be suspended in a ten-
year period, the measure would make it more difficult to use Proposition 42 aasoline
sales tax revenues for nontransportation pirposes when the state experiences fiscal
difficulties. As a result, the measure would increase the stability of funding to state and
local transportation in 2007 and thereafter, However, the state’s authority to direct
availallé fuiids to mieet other nontransportation prioritics in the event the state faces:
fiscal difficulties would be somewhat reduced.

Page2of2
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ARGUMENT IN FAYOR OF PROPOSITION m

YES ON PROPOSITION 1A: USE EXISTING GAS TAXES FOR ROADS AND
TRANSPORTATION PROTECTS

[n 2002, California voters made their commitment to Califrnia roads a priority by
passing Proposition 42. Voters said they wanted their gas taxes spent on making roads
and highways safer and less congested. But a loophole in the law has made it casy - toc
easy — for the politicians to use those funds for other purposes. In the last three years,
nearly $2.5 billion has been siphoned away from road and highway prajects — bringing

critical safety and congestion relief projects to a halt.

YES ON 1A STOPS OUR EXISTING GAS TAXES FROM BEING UJSED FOR
OTFHER PROJECTS
Proposition 1A closcs the loophole in the law and ensures that the gas taxes you afready

pay are spent only on transportation projects benefiting California’s 20 million drivers.

YES ON 1A BUILDS NEW ROADS AND HIGHWAYS

California currently has the most congesied roads in the nation and our streets and
highways are in major disrepair. Drivers spend $20.7 billion in extra fuel each year and
500,000 hours stuck in traffic every day because of our overcrowded roads. Prop. 1A
ensures a stable source of long-term funding to get urgently needed transportation

improvement projects off the drawing board, allowing engineers to:
. Make traffic safety improvements
* Repair the most dangerous sections of state highways

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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ARGLMENT 1N FAYOR OF PROPOSITION ﬂ"R

= Reduce congestion on major freeways
. Widen freeways to prevent boitlenecks
a Coinplete our network of carpootl lanes
. Fix neglected streets and roads

. Improve public transit

YES ON 1A MEANS A STRONGER ECONOMY
California’s economy depends on a first-rate transportation system {something we used 1o
have). Without a major emphasis on improving our infrastructure so we can move people

and goods throughout the state, our economic future will sulfer.

YES ON 1A: PART OF A LONG-TERM PLAN TO REBUILD CALIFORNIA
Proposition 1A is part of the Rebutild California Plan, the first comprehensive
infrastructure plan in 40 years. The plan uses the taxcs we're already paying (o build the
toads, housing, schools and water systemns we nced to sustain our economy and our

quality of life for the lopg-term.

REBUILD CALIFORNIA: YES ON 14, 18, 1C, 1D and 1E
California’s population will reach 50 million in the next 20 years — twice what our
current infrastracture was desipned for — and it can’t be rebuilt overnight.

That's why we’ve got to start now.

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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ARGUMENT iN FAVOR OF FFilZIP[IISITII.'JNA:‘fI

To learn mare about how this infrastructure plan will benefit you and your community,

visit wwwe ReadForYourself.org.

YIS ON 1A: ENSURE EXISTING GAS TAX DOLLARS ARE USED TO IMPRGVE

CALIFORNIA’S ROADS, HIGHWAYS AND MASS TRANSIT SYSTEMS

1. Thomas V. McKernan, President (i, Automobile Club of Southern
California (AAA)

2. Michael Brown, Commmissioner, California Highway Patrol

3. Marian Bergeson, Chair, California Transportation Commission

SUBJECT TO COURT
CRDERED CHANGES
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REBUTTAL TO ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF

oroPOSITION._ =Pt

Rebuital Argament
Oppesition 1o Proposition 1A
November 2006 Election

Excellent public schools and universities have made Califorma the “Golden State” Bducation is

the engine that drives California’s economy.

Pronosition LA removes Education from being the top budect priority!

The People passed Proposition 42 with exceptions for draslic times. It carrently takes 2/3 of

the Legislature and the Governor to agree to borrow gasoline 1axes.

Some say $2.5 billion has been “siphoned off” the gasoline taxes. The borrowed money is being
repaid with interest. And the “Rebuild California Plan” will not be affected if Proposition
1A is defeated.

Yourmust Vote “NO” en Proposition 1A unless you believe there will never againhea

recession m California,

You must Vate “NO” on Proposition 1A unless you know there will never again be a sizeable

earthquake, flood, levy break, or fire in California that requires a quick responsc to save lives
and proparty.

You must Vote “NO” on Proposition TA unless you thmk that emergency rooms, hospitals, and

trauma centers will never again need to have funding prionty.

And you maust Vote “NO™ on Proposition 1A unless you think it was OK to withbold 52
billion from the minimum guarantes to otr K-12 schools, and to continue Lo raise student fees
at our state colleges and universitics. These terrible cuts to education would have been much

worse if Proposihon 1A had been in effect.

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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CEBUTTAL TO ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF
oroPDSITION A B

For our children, for vur economy, and to make sure that we can continue to deal with the

aftermath of disasters, Vote “NO” on Proposition 1A,

JACKIE GOLDBERG, Chair

Assembly Education Comunittes

SUBJECT TO COURT
CRDERED CHANGES
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ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION_=—2 ¥

Initial Ballot Arpumment
Cpposition to Proposition 1A
Navember 2046 Election

When the next recession hits, the Legislature and the Governer must be able to prioritize
both cuts and expenditures.

Proposition 1A would put stifl more of California’s budpet on “automatic pilot.” That
means that the Governor and the Legislature wen’t be able to set prionties. I education,
healthcare, public safety, or childcare funds are in need of money, during any recession,
the first priority for gasoline taxes wilt be potholes and highways. Highways and
potholes are very important. But en this ballot Proposition 1B will provide almost $20
billion dollars for Transporlation.

Proposition 42 of 2002 already has strong protections for highway and pothole funds.
Money can only be borrowed by a 2/3 vote of both houses and the signature of the
Governor. It must be repaid and with interest for the full time it was borrowed.
Proposition 1A tightens the restrictions, and makes borrowing almast impossible.

Evervone seems to agree in California that our number one pricnty i§ Public Education?
But if Proposition 1A were to pass, that would no lenger be true. We only have to look at
recent history to understand (he impact of Proposition 1A.

In 2003-04, the Legislature and the Governor borrowed $868 million dollars from the
sales lax revenue on gasoline, And in 2004-05, we again borrowed $1.258 billion from
the same funds. Without the ability to borrow moncy internally, the choices would have
been 1o borrow from Wall Strect, make massive cuts to health and education or raise
1axes.

Even with about $2 billion in borrowing from: gasoline tax funds, K-12 public schools
still were cut $2 billion fiom what they were guaranieed, We also cut funds for
textbooks, and maintenance of classreoms and school buildings. Community college
students saw their fees more than double, rising from $11 per unit to $26 per unit, and
hundreds of thovsands of community college students had to quit college as a result.
University of California and California State University stedents saw their undergraduate
fees rise a whopping 30% in three years time.

We have not repaid the $2 billion cut made to K-12 education in 2004-05. And if
Proposition 1A had been in effect, the cut to K-12 public education could have heen
54 billion!

I bad years, the Legislature and the Governor need the flexibility to shift funds
temporarily to ensure thai education receives at least its mimmurm guarantee. The

SUBJECT TO COURY
ORDERED CHANGES



ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION ﬂ'ﬂ

Legislature and the Governor need to be able 1o sct priotities as they come up. If there is
an earthquake, flood, or major fires, or if tranma centers and emergency roonis continue
to close, weneed to be able to address those emergencies. Don’t tie the hands of thase
whose job it is to reflect your priorities in the State budget. VOTE “NO” ON
PROPOSITON 1A!

JACKIE GOLDBER{G, Chair
Assembly Education Committee

SUBJECT TQ COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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REBUTTAL TO ARGUMENT AGAINST
PRCPOSHION d-n

Proposition 1A Rebuttal
Proposition 1A is about upholding the will of voters and setting priorities. In 2002, nearly
70% of volers approved 2 measure that was supposed 10 dedicate our gas taxes to
transportation iteprovements. The voters satd building new roads, relieving congestion,

and improving highway safety are prioilics.

Unfortunately, as the opponent points out, politicians have been exploiting a loophole in
that law. They ve diverted nearly $2.5 biltion in gas taxes that were supposed to go to
transportation, and spent that money on other programs. As a resuli, our transportation
system is badly neglected and the backlog of {:{mgelﬁliﬂn relief, highway safety and road

repair projects has grown larger.

IT°S TIME TC UPHOLD THE WILL OF VOTERS AND CLOSE THE GAS TAX

LOOPHOLE ONCE AND FOR ALL.

YES ON 1A simply makes sure the gas laxcs we pay at the pump are actually used to

build new roads and imprové our transportation system.

Prop. 1A will not reduce funding for education or any other state pregram. Education

funding is constitutionally protected and Proposition 1A does not change that.

e That’s why cducators Jeading taxpayer, environmental, business, and public safcty

proups support Prop. 1A.

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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REBUTTAL T ARGUMENT AGAINST
PROPOSITION

Proposition 14 is part of the Rebuild California Pian, the first comprehensive

infrastruclure plan in 40 ycars.

VOTE YES ON iA. Ensurc our existing gas tax dollars are used to improve California’s

roads, highways and mass transit systems.
Steve Krult, president, California Police Chiefs Association

Mark Wats, Interim Executive Director, Trapspertalion California

Allan Zaremberg, president, California Chamber of Commerce

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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Proposition 1B

The Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality, and Port Security
Bond Act of 2006

Background

California spends about 520 billion a year from a combination of state, federal, and
local funds to maintain, operate, and improve its highways, streets and reads,
passenger rail, and transit systems. These expenditures arc primarily funded on a pay-
as-you-go basis from taxes and user fees.

There are two primary state tax sources that fund state transportation programs.
First, the state’s 18 cent per gallon excise tax on gascline and diesel fuel (generally
referred to as the gas tax} generates about $3.4 billion annually. Second, reventies from
the state sales tax on gasoline and diesel fuel currently provide about $2 billion a year.
Additionally, the state imposes weight fees on commercial vehicles (trucks), which
generate roughly $900 million a year. Generally, these revenues must be used for
specifie transportation purposes, including imprevements te highways, streets and
roadg, passenger rail, and transit systems. These funds may also be used to mitigate the

_envirenimental impacts of various fransportation projects. Under specified conditions,
these revenues may be loaned or used for nontransportation uses.

Since 1990, voters have approved roughly $5 billion in state general obligation
bonds to fund transportation. These bond proceeds have been dedicated primarily to
passenger rail and transit improvements, as well as to retrofit highways and bridges for
earthquake safety. As of June 2006, all but about $355 million of the authorized bonds
have been spent on projects.

In addition to state funds, California’s transportation system reeeives federal and
local money. The state receives about $4.5 billion a year in federal gasoline and dicsel
fuel tax revenues for vanous lransportation purposes. Collectively, local governments
invest roughly $9.5 billion annually into California’s highways, streets and roads,
passenger rail, and transit systems. This funding comes mainly from a mix of local sales
and property taxes, as well as fransit fares. Local governments have also issued bonds
backed mainly by local sales tax revenues to fund transportation projects.

Proposal

This measure authorizes the state to sell about $20 billion of general obligation
bonds to fund transportation projects to relieve congestion, improve the movement of
goods, improve air quality, and enhance the safety and securily of the transportation
system. (See “An Overview of State Bond Debt” for basic information on state general
obligation bonds.}

Page 10f3
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Figure 1 summarizes the purposes for which the bond mency would be used. The
bond money would be available for expenditure by various state agencies and for
grants to local agencies and transit operators upon appropriation by the Legisiature:

Congestion Reduction, Highway and Local Road Improvements—

$11.3 billion—for capital improvements to reduce congestion and increase
capacity on state highways, local reads, and public transit for grants avatlable
ko locally funded transportation projects, as well as for projects to rehabilitate
state highways and local roads.

Public Transportation—$4 billion—to make capital improvements to local
transit services and the state’s intercity rail service. These iImprovements
would include purchasing buses and rail cars, as well as making safety
enhancements o existing transit facilities.

Goods Movement and Air Quality—53.2 billion—for projects to improve the
movement of goods—through the ports, on the state highway and rail
systerns, and between California and Mexico—and for projects to improve air
quality by reducing emissions related to goods movement and replacing or
retrofitting school buses.

Safety and Security—$1.5 billion—for projects to increase protection against a
security threat or improve disaster response capabilities on fransit systems; as
well as for grands to improve the safety of rail crossings to seismically retvofit
local bridges, ramps, and overpasses; and to improve security and disaster
planning in publicly owned ports, harbors, and ferry terminas.

Page2of 3
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Figure 1

Proposition 1B
Uses of Bond Funds
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Fiscal Effects

Rond Costs. The costs of these bonds would depend on interest rates in effcet at the
time they are sold and the time period over which they are repaid. The state would
likely make principal and interest payments from the state’s General Fund overa
period of about 30 years. If the bonds are suld at an average interest rate of 5 percent,
the cost would be about $38.9 billion to pay off both the principal ($19.9 billion) and
interest {3190 billion). The average repayment for principal and interest would be about
51.3 billion per year.

Operational Costs, The state and local governments that construct or improve
transportation infrastructure with these bond funds (by, for example, building roads
and bridges or purchasing buses or railcars} will incur unknown additional costs to
operate and maintain them. A portion of these costs would be offset by revenues
generatcd by the improvements, such as transit fares and tolls.

I"age 3 0f 3
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION ﬁ‘B

YES ON PROPOSITION 18: BUILD NEW ROADS AND HIGHWAYS NOW
California has the most congested highways in the nation — we spend 500,000 hours stuck
in traffic every day. It's clear that the time to rebuild California’s roads, highways and
transporiation systems 15 now.

Proposition 1B puts backlogged transporiation projects on the fast track, reducing

congestion and improving highway safety.

While Prop. 1 A protects the gas tax funds we already pay al the pump, Prop. 1B is just as
important, becanse it provides funding now to jump-start repairs of our aging highways

and to start building the transportation projects we lmow we’ll need in the fulure.

PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION

Proposition 1B will fund projects in every corner of the state. Frop. 1B invests in:
»  Making safety improvements to the most dangerous highways and cormidors
s Reducing congestion and travel delays

s Adding more Jznes Lo congested highways

» Fixing lecal streets, roads and intersections

» Building and expanding pubtlic transportation

»  Making bridges seismically safe

» Expanding carpoo! lanes

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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ARGLUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION. 1‘8

»  Providing matching funds for communitics that have approved local transportation

INEAEHES

YES ON 1B WILL REDUCE AIR POLLUTION AND IMPROVE AIR QUALITY
Prop. 1B includes funding to reduce air pollution by replacing old polluting scheol buses,
expanding mass transit and expanding carpool and HOV lanes. And by reducing
congestion on our freeways and roads, Prop. 1B will also help reduce car emissions - vne

of the leading sources of air pollution.

YES ON 1B: STRICT ACCOUNTABILITY AND NO NEW TAXES
= Prop. 1B includes important accountability measures like annual audits and reperts o

ensure funds are spent on intended projects.

v Prop. 1B lets us begin building roads now and pay for them as we use them - with
current tax revennes and without raising taxes. It is like a mortgage on a house that

lets you live in your home while you pay for it

YES ON 1B: PART OF A LONG-TERM FLAN T(O REBUILD CALIFORNIA
Proposition 1B is part of the Rebuild California Plan, which nses the taxes we're already
paying to build the roads, housing, schools and water systems we noed to sustain our

economy and our quality of life for the long-term.

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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REBUHLD CALIFORNIA: YES ON 1A, 1B, 1C, 1D and 1E
California’s population will reach 50 million in the next 20 years — twice what our
currcat infrastructure was designed for — and it can't be rebuift ovemight.

That’s why we"ve got to start now.

T'o learn more about how this infrastructure plan will benefit you and your commumity,

visit www.ReadForYourselforg.

YES ON 1B: SAFER ROADS, LESS POLLUTION AND REDUCED TRAFFIC

CONGESTION
1. Marnan Bergeson, Chair, California Transportation Commission

2. Alan C. Lloyd, Former Chair, California Air Resources Board

3. Allan Zaremberg, President and=S856), Califomia Chamber of Commerce

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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Rebuittal Argument Against 8B 1266 {Proposition 1b)

Weve all heard, “some things are too good to be true.” The argument in support of

proposition 1b is clearly one of those times.

Instead of envisioning & home mortgage being paid for while you live in it, as the
proponents would have you imagine, envision instead drowning in a sea of credit card

debt. That's where California is headed.

We al! want better roads and less traffic congestion. However, if the Eegislature turned
its attention to streamlining construction projects and casing over-burdensome
regulations, we wouldn’t need to borrow hillions of dollars. Instead, we would use an
annual ;.m.rt'mﬁ uf nur genera] ﬁ.‘mﬂ tax dﬂiiars w:th iimir.ﬁd bormmng to complete tlm;c
pmjem;s. ‘This balanced approach would significantly reduce our need to bormow bitlions

of dollars.
What about accountability and audits?

When was the last time an audit of state government spending showed that its programs
were cost effective and timely? Quite the opposite is true, A well thought out plan for our
transportation needs is the only sensible way to improve California’s roadways. A hastily
developed bond, with “after the fact™ oversight, containing billions of dollars in
botrowing is a recipe for failure.

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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AERUTTAL TO ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF
PROPOSITION A-B

Make no mistake; & bond is not free money. You will pay for the considerable borrowing
with substantial interest. NO on 1b will force the Legistature to develop a responsible
bord package by including .“pa].r as you go”, environmental permitting reform, design-

build efficiencies and other common sense reforms.
Michkael N. Vithnes

California State Assembiyman, 29® District

(241 words)

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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SB 1266 Opyposition Statement

$32 billion. That is what our children and grandchildren will pay to settls the debt associated
swith this bond. All this lor funding costly programs at the expense of desperately needed

highway construction.

Make no mistake: cvcﬁ' Mermber of the Legislature who voted against this bond measure
SUppurts restoring our state’s crumbling transportation system. We support dedicating every
gollar you pay In gas taxes to our highways. And we support building for Cahfornia’s future
wisely. However, this measurs [ails to achieve these important goals in a fiscally responsible

IMANNCT.

Improved transporiation is a ctitical issue for our state, but equally important is that each
. additional borrowed dollar. we spend worsens.our budget deficit and could cause signifrcant

consequences for hard-working California families,

A fiscally responsible solution would be a “pay as you go™ approach to funding much-needed
transportation projects. This approach will pay for infrastructure improvements from the general
fund (taxcs you already pay) and allow California fo berrow less money to meet its annvai

obligations.

By sciting aside a portion of the budget each year for infrastructure, we will be able to beticr
meet our stale’s complex needs and not saddle onr children and grandchildren with back-

breaking debt.

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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ARGUMENT ABAINST PROPOSITION j-B

Of further concern in this measwure is the rush to spend our iax dollars. In hastily passing this
bond measure, the Legislature failed to include time and cost saving opportunities such as
“Design-Build” and environmental permitting reforms that would have streamlined the
construction process, completing more projects with the same amount of money. Additionally,
within 3 wecks after voter approval of this measure, the California Transportation Commission is
required o “develop and adopt guidelines™ to fund alt ovtlined transportation programs and
spend billions of your hard-earned tax doliars. Then CALTRANS and your regional and county
{ransportation agencies must submit all potential transportation projects to the California
Transportation Commission. Just think: A state government agency must put rales 1n place 1o
spend billions of dollars in just 3 weeks on projects actoss California without allowing enough

time for public oversight and review. Is this the best way to spend your tax dollars?

Significant fiscal decisions in Government should not be made without adequate time for due

diligence and analysis.

Governor Schwarzenegper is right; California state government has neglected the transporation
needs of our State for three decades and something needs to be done. But let’s do this right.
Let’s go back to the drawing board and find a responsible way to focus on critically needed
projects while at the same time developing a financially aceountable plan that includes a “pay as

you go” clement, without any wasteful spending to pay for these impartant projects.

We should demand that our children and grandchildren have a fransportation system that meets

the needs of the 21* Century. That's why you need to vote “no” on this bond and {orce the

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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Legisiature to produce a transportation infrastruciure plan for our future that is responsible,

realistic and resulf driven.

Michael N. Villines
California State Assemblyman, 29™ District

WORD COUNT: 492

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORBERED CHANGES
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REBUTTAL TO ARGUMENT AGAINST
~ROPOSITIC 16
Even 1he oppenent agrees we have to start now to improve our state’s crumbling

transportation system, build new roads and relicve traffic congestion. Thal’s exactly what

Proposition 1B will de.

YES ON 1B will finally make cur leansportation system a priotity, and pn::-vide' funds we
need to begin addressing the backlog of projects throughout the stale to reduce
congestion, improve air quality, expand mass transit, make road safety improvements,
andl repair local streels and roads. The longer we neglect our transportation system, {he

more costly and serious Lhe problems become.
We can’t afford to wait any longer,

PROPOSITION 1B 1S FISCALLY RESFPONSIBLE

= 1B containg strict fiscal safeguards to prolect taxpayers, like annnal audits and
pubtic reports 1o show bow and where funds are spent.

+ By issuing bonds, Prop. 1B will provide immediate funding to jump-start
transportalien projecis and aliow us to pay for them over the next 20 years, with
existing state revenues and without raising taxes.

» Just Itke a mortgage on a home, Prop. 1B allows us 10 improve our transpottailon
system now, and pay [or it as we use it over the long-term.

o That's why TIIE CALIFORNIA TAXPAYERS’ ASSOCIATION SUPPORTS

1B.

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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REBUTTAL TO ARGUMENT AGAINST

oroposTiON. 218

Yes on 1B is part of the Rebuild California Plan. Ous economic fulure and our quality of

tife depend on a reliable transportation system that moves goods and people etficicotly.

We've got 1o start now.,

YES on 1B. Build new roads and highways, iavest in traffic safely, relieve congestion,

and improve mass trapsit.
Larry McCarthy, president, California Taxpayers’ Associalion

Thomas V. McKesnan, president, Automobile Cleb of Southern Catifornia (AAA)

Michael Brown, Commissioner, California Highway Palrol

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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Proposition 1C :
Housing and Emergency Shelter Trust Fund Act of 2006

Background

About 20,000 houses and apartments are built in Califorria each year. Most of these
housing units are built entirely with private dollars. Some units, however, receive
subsidies from federal, state, and lucal governments. For instance, the state provides
low-interest loans or grants to developers {private, nonprofit, and governmental) to
subsidize housing construction costs. Typically, the housing must be sold or rented to
Californians wilh low incomes. Other state programs provide homebuyers with direct
financial assistance to help with the costs of a downpayment,

While the state provides financial assistance through these programs, cities and
counties are responsible for the zoning and approval of new housing, In addition, cities,
counties, and vther local governments are responsible for providing infrastructure-
related services to new housing—such as water, sewer, roads, and parks.

In 2002, voters approved Proposition 46, which provided a total of $2.1 billion of
general obligation bonds to fund state housing programs. We estimate that about
$350 million of the Proposition 46 funds will be unspent as of November 1, 2006,

Proposal

This measure authorizes the state to sell $2.85 billion of general obligation bonds to
fund 13 new and existing housing and development programs. ($ee “An Overview of
State Bond Debt” for basic information on state general obligation bonds.) Figure 1
describes the programs and the amount of funding that each would receive under the
measure. About one-hatf of the funds would go to existing state housing programs. The
development programs, however, are new—with details to be established by the
Legislature, The major allocations of the bond proceeds are as follows:

¢  Development Programs ($1.35 Billion). The measure would fund three new
programs aimed at increasing development. Most of the funds would be
targeted for development projects in existing urban areas and near public
transportation, The programs would provide loans and grants for a wide
variety of projects, such as patks, water, sewage, transportation, and housing.

= Homeownership Programs (5625 Million). A number of the programs funded
by this measure would encourage homeownership for low- and moderate-
income homebuyers. The funds would be used to provide downpayment
assistance to homebuyers through low-interest loans or grants. Typically,
eligibility for this assistance would be based on the household's income, the

Pagelof4
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cost of the horne being purchased, and whether it is the household’s first
home purchase.

Multifamily Housing Programs (3590 Million), The measurc also would fund
programs aimed at the construeton or renovation of rental housing projects,
such as apartment buildings. These programs generally provide local
governments, nonprofit organizations, and private developers with low-interest
(3 percent} loans to fund part of the construction cost. In exchange, a project
must reserve a portion of its units for low-income households for a period of 55
years. This measurc gives funding priority to projects in already developed areas
and near existing public services (such as public transportatian).

Other Housing Programs (3285 Million). These funds would be used to
provide loans and grants to the developers of homeless shelters and housing
for farmworkers. In addition, fumds would be allocated to pilot projects
aimed at reducing the costs of affordable housing.

Page 2 of 4
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Figure 1
Proposition 1C

Uses of Bond Funds
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The funds would be allocated over a number of years. The measure provides the

Legislature broad authority to make future changes to these programs to ensure their
effectveress.

Fiscal Effect

Bond Costs. The cost to pay off these bonds would depend primarily on the
following bwo factors.

=  DPayment Period. The state would likely make principal and interest
payments on the bonds from the state’s General Fund over a period of about
30 years.

» [Interest Rate. Usually, the interest on bonds issued is exempt from both state
and federal taxes because the bonds are for public purposces. This resulis in
lower debt service payments for the state. Some programs proposed by this
measure, however, would not be cligible for the federal tax exemption—
resulting In a higher interest rate. This is because the housing programs
previde funds for private purposes. (We cstimate this would be the case for

- about 60 percent ofthe bonds.}.

if the federally taxable bonds were sold at an average rate of 6.5 percent and the
remaining bonds at an average rate of 5 percent, the cost to the state would be about
56.1 billion to pay off both the principal ($2.85 billion) and the interest ($3.3 billion). The
average payment would be about $204 million each year.

Administrative Costs, The Department of Housing and Community Development
and the California Housing Finance Agency would experience increascd costs to
administer the various housing and urban development programs. A portion of the
programs’ allocations—probably betweer §100 million and $150 million of the total
bond funds-—would be used to pay these administrative costs over Gme.

Pagedof 4

_56_



~RGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PHDP{JSITIDWA'Q_

YES on Propoesitien 10 wiil provide emergency shelters for battered women, afforduable
homes for sentors and low income families, and shelters with social services for homeless
families with kids. That is why Habitat for Humanity, AARP, and Califorma Pdrmershlp

to [nd Domestic lecm:c strongly urge you to vote YES on Proposition 1C.

Importantly, this measure will be funded out of existing state resources without rajsing

taxes.

M;a.n}' of our communilies face severe problems of housing affordability, homelessness,

and domoestic violence. Over 360,000 Californians are homeless every night.

Last ycar, 5,108 wornen and children were turned away from domestic violence shelters,

because they were full. Housing affordability for working families in California is at

historic lows.
Safe shelter is fondamental to a decent life. YES on Proposilion 1C will;

*Expand the mimber of shelter beds for battered women and homeless families with
children.

*Provide housing for homeless foster youths.

*Make security improvements and repairs to existing shelters.

*Provide clean and safe homes for senior citizens and low-income Tamilies.

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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ARGUMENT IN EAVOR OF PROP

Additionally, Proposition 1C helps working tamilies afford homes and provides

accessibility improverments to apartmerts for disabled Californians,
Proposition 1C also creates 87,000 jobs and helps improve the state's economy.

Allows Scruors to Live Independently:
This measure allows seniors to live at howe without the fear of being institutionalized in

a nursing home.

Helps Battered Women:
"Most ¢ilies in Californiz don't have adequate shelters for women and children who have
been beaten and abused. Proposition 1C begins to fix this bad situation.”

- Califomia State Sheriffs Association

Independent Audits and Accountability:
"This measure requires independent andits, Himits administralive expenses, and contains
strict accountability provisions to ensure the fimds are used as promised.”

- California Chamber of Commerce

Helps Foster Youth:

"Tragically, 5% of foster youth are homeless on the day they leave foster care.
Proposition 1C wili help them {ind stable homes.”

- Homes 4 California

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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Critical Need For Housing and Emergency Shelters:
"Proposition 1C provides shelter for those who need help the most - battered women,

homeless farmilies with children, and disabled seniors."

- Habitat for Humanity, Sacramento

Yes on 1C: Part of 2 Long-Term Plan to Rebuild California

Proposition 1C i-s part of the Rebuild California Plan, which uses the taxes we'te already
paying to build the roads, housing, schools and water systems we necd to sustain our
economy and our quality of life for the long term. Please support the long-term plan to

rebuild Califormia by voting Yes on tA, IB, 1C, 1D, and 1E.

~ To leam more about how this plan will benefit vou and your community, visit

www. ReadForYourself.ore,

Proposition 1C provides shelters for owr most vulnersble Californians: the elderly,
dizabled, homeless families, baftered women and children. Please vote Yes on 1C for

emergency shelter and housing relict without raising taxes,

- Cheryl Keenan, Executive Director, San Diego Habitat for Humanity

- Marivic Mabanag, Executive Dircetor, Californiz Partnership to End Domestic Violence

- Tom Porter, State Director, AARP

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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PROPOSHION
Rebuttal to the Argument in Support of Prop 1C

Proposition 1C is fiscally irresponsible. 1C grows bureaucracy with aimost $3
billion in borrowed money, burdening everyone with debt to benefit 3 small
number of people selected by government, including financially eligible illegal

immigrants.

In their "yes” argument, 1C’s backers ciaim the bond would be “funded out of
existing state resources without raising taxes.” Sadly, there is no such thing as

free money.

When California sells bonds, what is really happening is that the state is going
inte debt in your name. This debt geis repaid at about two dollars of principle

* and interest for every doliar bormowed.

B=bt repayment has the top prority in government spending. So, money spent
te repay bonds means budget cuts for education, roads, Medi-Cal, levee reparr,

prisons, and water projects. Or, even less money for tax cuts,

More debt = less money for priorifies. And, less money for prionties = pressure

to raise laxes on all Califormians.

Lxebt should be used sparingly to build long lasting projects such as roads,

bridges, dams, schools and universities.

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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PROPOSITIO

Buitders build homes, not government. Fees, regulations and government
interference make homes unaftfordable in California. Freeing builders to build is

the best affordable housing program — and, # costs nothing!

Adding more debt to our state’s credit card hurts ALL Californians. Proposition
1C would add $600 of debt and interest payment obligations on every Califomia
family of four. That's $600 that could be returned to the people in lower taxes, or

spent on roads and schoots.

Be responsible: vote “no.”
1. Assemblyman Chuck DeVore, Member, Assembly Budget Comrmittes
2. Bill Leohard, Member, California State Board of Equalizatian

3. Mike Spence, President, California Taxpayer Protection Committae

SUBJECT TQ COURT
ORDERED CHANGES

=-51=-



1C

ARGUMENT AGANST PROPOSITION ___———

ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION 1C
Proposition 1C would add almost 33 bilfion in new government debt and expand bureaucracy but

it won’t make housing alfordable in California.

Sactamento politicians placed Proposition 1 on the ballot at 3 in the morning. Why did they
vote in the middle of the night with little debate and no eversight? What were they trying to

hide?

Proposition 1C won’t make housing more affordable for the average Californian, What it will do
is grow govemmment and force the average California family of four to pay over $600 in debt and

interest while INCREASING PRESSURE TO RAISE TAXES.

What will 32.35 billion of new government borrowimg buy? In a state of 37 million pcni::lé:' with
over 12.2 mllion housing units, not even o drop in the bucker. Instead, Proposition 1C will
empower bureaucrats to dispense cash to a gelect few who meet the government rules and are

Iucky enough to be chosen to get the money borrowed in your name.

It’s true that only 14 percent of [amilies in California can now afford the median-priced home,
But, government itself is to blame for thas preblem. More than half the cost of a home or
apartment rent in Califomia 13 due Lo bigh taxes, overregulation, environmental lawsuits, fees,

and governmenl inlerference in the free market — 2li of which doubles the high eost of housing.

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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So, what do (ke poliiicians propose? Their solution: another government program that altows

affordable housing enly for the fucky few who can get their hands on your money.

The true way to make housing affordable again in California is to atlow builders to build homes
and condomininms and aparttnents and then allow pecple to pay to live in them — without the

government telling everyone what to do and how to do it.

Instead, the text of Propoesition 1C reads like the failed government housing programs of the past,
with references to, “target population,” “Housing Finance Committee,” “supportive hoosing,”
“pperating subsidies,” and “pilot programs.” Along with millions of dollars for burcaucracy and

even 3400 miffion for parks that house ro one at allf

" (i Jast reason 0 vot€ “io™ gn Proposihcn [C7We Eaa T afford more debt. For every dollar we
borrow, we and our children will have to repay that doltar plus a dollar in interest costs. That
means the average California family will have to pay more than $600 in additional taxes over the

Tife of this hond, half of which will be to pay the roughly $3 billion in mterest fees alone.

Vote "no" on Proposition 1C. We can 't afford it and it won’t make housing move affordable in

California,

For morc information, please visit Assemblyman Chuck DeVore's website at:

WWw. NOProp LE . com No PropiC @ga0t. Lom
é—m ema! him at MotSipaoheonT,

Sigoed by: Assemblyman Chuck DeVore, Member

nan ¢ SUBJECT TO COURT
California State Assembly ORDERED GHANGES
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Yes on Proposition 1C makes shefters and homes available to battered
women, seniors, homeless children, low income fFamities, and former
foster youths. It won't solve all of these problems overnight, but it is

an important step forward.

Proposition 1C will not raise taxes, The measure will be paid for out of
existing state resources, Just as important, Proposition 1C requires
independent audits to protect taxpayers and ensure shelters and

homes are built as promised.

' This measure is the result of years of planning by experts in the
problems of homelessness and domestic viclence, as well as the
housing crisis facing the elderly, families with children, people with

mentz| iliness, and veterans,

That is why leading California crganizations have endorsed Proposition

1C, including:

Habitat for Humanity, San Diego, Greater Los Angeles, Sacramento,
and Fresno

AARF

Congress of Catifornia Seniors

SUB.JECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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California Partnership to End Domestic Violence
California Chamber of Commerce
Orange Counfy Business Council
League of Wornen Voters
Foster Youth Alliance

Vietnam Veterans of California

Proposition 1C is a fiscally responsible part of the Rebuild California
Plan, a long-term plan to build the roads, housing, schools, and flood-

control systerns we need for California’s future.

Yes on Proposition 1C addresses prgblems we can't afford to ignore. 1§
wilt provide clean and safe accommodations for seniors, shelters for
homeless families, and secure homes for battered women. Please help

California take 2 positive step forward by voting Yes on Proposition 1C,

- Hank Lacayo, President, Congress of California Seniors
- Peter Cameron, President, Vietnam Veterans of CA
- Marivic Mabanag, Execltive Director, CA Partnership to End

Domestic Yiolence

SUBJECT TG COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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Proposition 1E
Disaster Preparedness and Flood Prevention Bond Act of 2006

Background

State Role. Multiple agencies at cach level of government {state, federal, and local)
have some responsibilities for flood management. In addition, private entities own and
operate some flood control facilities. The state carries out a number of programs
designed to provide flood management. Some of these programs are operated directly
by the state, whiie others provide grants to local agencies for similar purposes.

The state is primarily tesponsible for flood control in the Central Valley. As shown
in Figure 1, the state Central Valley flood control system includes about 1,600 miles of
levees, as well as other flood control infrastructure such as overflow weirs and
channels. The state directly funds the construction and repair of flood management
structures such as levees, typically with a federal and local cost share. For
approximately 80 percent of the levees in the Central Valley flood control syster, the
state has turned over the operations and maintenance to local governments (primarily
local flood control districts), although the state retaing ultimate responsibility for these
levees and thesysem asawhole, 77~ 0

Fage 1l of 5
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Flgtire 1
Central Valley Flood Controf System
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San Joaquin River
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Cutside the Central Valley system, the state"s role in flood management generally
consists of providing financial assistance to local governments for flood contrel projects
located throughout the state. For example, the state has provided funding for the Santa
Ana River Mainstem flood control project that spans Crange, Riverside, and San
Bermardino Counties. In the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta region (Delta), as

Page2of 5
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another example, the state has no oversight role with respect to loeal levee construction
or maintenance {a majority of Delta levees—about 700 miles—are located outside the
state system). Because a significant portion of the state’s population depends on water
supplies that come through the Delta, there is a state interest in the continucd operation
of the Delta levee system. Given this, the state has provided financial assistance over
many years to local flood control districts in the Delta region to rehabilitate and
maintain levees.

Funding. n gencral, state flood management programs have been funded from the
Ceneral Fund, with some vse of bond funds. Since 1996, the voters have authorized a
number of state general obligation bonds, of which about $400 million has been
allocated specifically for flood management purposes. Most of these bond funds for
flood management have already been spent.

State funding levels for flood management have varied substantiaily on a year-to-
year basis, largely depending on the availability of Ceneral Fund and bond monies for
this purpose. For example, since 2000-01, annual state funding for flood management
has varied from a low of about $60 million (2002-03) to a high of about $270 million
(2000-01). In addition to state flood management programs, local governments,
including flood control districts and other public waler agendes, operate their own
flood management programs and projects. Funding for these local programs comes
from various sources, including property assessments and, in some cases, financial

A law passed earlicr this year provides 3500 million from the General Fund far
emergency levee repairs and other flood management-related costs,

The Department of Water Resources {DWR} has made rough estimates of the cost to
repair and upgrade the Central Valley flood control system and levees in the Delia of
between $7 billion and $12 billion.

Proposal

This measure authorizes the state to sell about $4.1 billion in general obligation
bonds for various flood management programs. (See “An Overview of State Bond
Debt” for basic information on state general obligation bonds.) Figure 2 summarizes the
purposes for which the bond money would be available to be spent by DWR and for
grants to local agencies. [n order to spend these bond funds, the measure requires the
Legislature to appropriate them in the annual budget act or another law.

Page 3of b
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Figure 2

Proposition 1E
Uses of Bond Funcdls

State Contral Valley flocd contral system repairs and improvements;  $3,000
Dela leves repairs and maintenanee.

Flood conltro! subventions (iocal projects eutside the Cenlral Valley). S0

Stormwater flood managamenl [grants for projects outside the 300
Central Valloy).

Floed protection comiders and bypasses; Roodplain mapping. 290
Total %4,090

Specifically, the bond includes about $4.1 billion for various flood management
aclivities, allecated as follows:

» State Central Valley Floed Control System anid Delta Levees—$3 Billion. To
evaluate, repair, and restore existing levees in the state’s Central Valley flood
control system; to improve or add facilities in order to increase flood
protection for urban areas in the state’s Central Valley flood control systern;
and to reduce the risk of levee failure in the Delta region through grants to
lacal agencies and direct spending by the state.

» Flood Control Subventions—$500 Million. To provide funds to local
governments for the state’s share of costs for locally sponsored, federally
authorized flood control projects outside the Central Valley system.

* Stermwaler Flood Management—$300 Mitlion, For grants to local agencics
outside of the Central Valley system for projects to manage stormwater.

* Statewide Flood Protection Corridors and Bypasses—=8290 Million, To
pretect, create, and enhance flood protection corridors, including flood
control bypasses and setback levees; as well as for floodplain mapping.

Fiscal Effects

Bond Costs. The costs of these bonds would depend on interest rates in effect at the
time they are sold and the time period over which they are repaid. The siate would
likely make principal and interest payments from the state’s General Fund over a
period of about 30 years. 1f the bonds were sold at an average interest rate of 3 percent,
[he cost would be about $8 billion to pay off both the principal ($4.1 billion} and interest
(33.9 billion). The average payment would be about $266 million per year.

Fagedof5

=Tg=



Legislative Analyst's Office
7/20/06 10:00 AM
FINAL

Property Tax-Related Impacts. The measure provides funds for land acquisition by
the state for flood management, including the development of bypasses and setback
tevees. Under state law, property owned by government enltities is exempt from
property taxation. To the extent that this measure results in property being exempted
from taxation due to acquisitions by governments, local governments would receive
reduced property tax revenues. Because the measure does not specify what portion of
the bond funds will be used for acquisitions, the impact on local property tax revenues
statewide is unknown, but is potentially up to several million dollars annually.

COperational Costs. To the extent that bond funds are used by state and local
governments to purchase property or develop a new flood control project, these
governments would incur unknown additional costs ko operate or maintain the
properties or projects.

Page 5 of 5
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION E

YES ON PROPOSITION 1E: FROTECT AGAINST FLOODS, PREVENT OCEAN

POLLUTION, SAFEGUARD CLEAN DRINKING WATER

California continually faces natural disasters — from earthquakes and fires to floods and
mudstides. Proposition 1E is critical to prepare for these patiral disasters and ensure we

always have enough clean water to meet our needs,

YES ON 1E: FREOTECT HOMES, PREVENT LOSS OF LIFE
Our nation learmed a tragic lesson from Hwrricane Katrina ~ we cannot continue to
negleet our unsafe levees and flood control systcms. One catastrophic flood would itnpact

the entire state and disrupt the supply of clean drinking water to major cities.

Proposition 1E expedites urgent projects 1o protect harties and lives across the state:
= Urgent repairs and essenilal improvements to Ievees aod flood control facilities
= Increased ficod protection for urban areas

»  Evaluation and repair of the currenmt flood control system

*Californians deserve to know that their homes and families are protected from flooding,
caused by levee failurs in the Central Valley or flash flooding in Southem California or
coastal areas. Propoesition |E is vital to the state's ability to ensure flood safety
ibroughout the state.”

Lester Snow

Director, California Department of Water Resources

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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ARGUMENT [N FAVOR OF FHDPESIHHN_LE.

YES ON IE: PROTECT OUR OCEANS AND OUR SUPPLY OF CLEAN, SAFE
DRINKING WATER

Outdated flood control systems can threaten drinking water supplies, polluie streams, and
fonl beaches.

o Some ciﬁés rely on water maing and sewers more than & century old that can fail
at any ime. Experts say that water pressure inside the pipes is often the only thing
keeping them from collapsing.

G In 2001, sewer spills and overflows foreed officials to issue over 2,000 beach
closings and health advisories. Spills and cverflows are generally caused by

gvernsed and antiguated wastewater sysiems.

Proposition {E helps ensure that clean water is available [or all Californians ail the timie
by providing funds te rebuild out-of-date systems to prevent pollution and

safeguard water sources.

YES ON 1E: STRICT ACCOUNTABILITY AND NO NEW TAXES

Proposition TE won't raise taxes to pay for these important infrastructure Improvements.
By building safegvards now, with current revenues, we can limit the impact of disasters
when they do hit. And Prop. 1E includes annual audits and tough hiscal safeguards o

ensure the money is spent wisely.

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES

_'?G_



ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PFIDPDS!TiDNLE

YES ON 1E: PART OF A LONG-TERM TLAN TO REBUILD CALIFORNIA
Proposition 1E is part of the Rebuild California Plan, which uses the taxes we're already
paying to build the roads, housing, schools and water systems we need o susizin our

cconomy and vur quality of life for the long-temm.

The Rebaild Califomia Plan: YES ON 1A, 1B, IC, iD and 1E
California’s population will reach 50 million in the next 20 years — twice what our
current infrastructure was designed for — and it can’t be rebuilt overnight.

That’s why we've got to start now.

To learn more about how this infrastructure plan will benefit you and your community,

visit www.BeadForYoumself.ore.

YES on 1 E: Clean Waler, Flood Protection and Disaster Proparcdness.

1. Henry Renteria, Director, California Qffice of Emergency Services
2. Michzel L. Warren, President, California Fire Chiefs Association

3. Linda Adams, Secrctary, Californiz Environmmental Protection Apency

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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REBUTTAL 7O ARGUMENT 1N FAVOR OF
PROPOSITION a— E___,.
REBUTTAL TO THE ARGUMENT IN SUPPORT OF PROPOSITION 1E

After reading Prop 1E, it won't suuprise you to learm that the Legislature
adopted it after 3 a.m. when they got tired of arguing. They couldn't agree on a
st of projects or even a list of priorities; they could only agree that THEY
WANT MORE OF YOUR MONEY right away. How typical! That’s what this
$4.090.000,000.00 bond s all about: raising taxes to give Sacramento
politicians a blank check based on vague promises that they won't waslie our
money this time. It's like giving a drunk one more drink lor the drive home.

Our legislators have been ignoring public levees for years. Now, instead
of aﬂucﬁtmg a small portion of cur record-breaking revenues for levees, they
want to borrow money for thirty years for repairs that will need to be repaired
again long before this bond is paid off. What will we do then?

" This is a TAX INCREASE. Taxpayers will be forced to spend over
$8,200,000,000 to pay back this bond with interest!

At recent prices, this proposal contains funding for about 25 miles of
levees, but California has far more than 2,000 miles of levees to maintain.
Since this measure does nothing to reform our crazy spending practices and
policies, we might not even get 25 miles of repairs. What {s worse, with
politicians in charge of selecting the projects (not hydrologists, scientists, and
engineers), funding will be based on peolitical influence rather than critical
need, This is a recipe for disaster.

Please Voie "NO™ on 1E.

Thomas M. Hudson, Executive Director SUBJECT TO COURT
The California Taxpayer Protection Commibttee ORDERED CHANGES
Rebuitrd to Argument in Support of Proposition IE Pogre 1 of |
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ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION 1E

We need strong levees and clean water, but Propositcn 1E is the wrong
solution. This measure is full of misguided priorities and deesn't have any
controls on funds. The most important thing we can do is to make sure we
have enough water for our growing population but 1& doesn't spend a cent on
that.

Prop 1E sounds good, but it means higher taxcs for projects that local
and federal governments should already be doing.

- Proposition 1E won't provide “Clean Water” to drink:

California’s population is expected to grow to fifty million pecple in the
next decade. This will place an enormous strain on our water supply.
However, this bond will not prﬁvide a single drop of cﬁnldng waler for
" California’s growing population. Tt will not build a single water storage
reservoir or water treatment facility. Yet it will give hundreds of millions to
privale organizaiions to spend on their pet projects, and lets them use these
funds for their own “adnﬂnistrati{rﬁ costs.”

- Benefits local urban projects:

Rural California toses under Proposition 1E. State taxpayers’ money
from these bonds will go to protecting citles and their water supplies. These
communities and their local gavernments should be paying for their own water
supply Improvements. Local tax dollars should be used to fund these projects,
not state funds.

- Federal responsibility:

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES

_"?E_



ARGUMENT AGAINST PHBP‘[}SlTPDH__ﬂ_"__.E_-

Instead of putting the state in more debt to pay for these levee repair
projects, our state should be demanding more federal funding. This is a federal
responsibility, California {axes ayc already high and we shouldn’t have to pay
more taxes to protect ourselves because the federal government won't plan for
disasters.

- Fiscally irresponsible:

By taking on what are really local and federal respensibilities, we are
encouraging mismanagement from all Jevels of government. And they will
expect taxpayers to foot the bifl down the road rather than refocusing thelr
priorities.

- Californians must focus on our pn'nrﬁicé:

While our economy is slowly recovering, approving Proposition E would
be liké (aklig out a loan to buy new patio furniture when you can't afford to -
pay your mortgage or rent. At the same time, this measure means less money
for other imporlant priorities like education, health care or public safety.

The state can't take responsibility for every project in Lhe state. These
projects should be pajd'ft}r by the local and federal agencles responsible for
these public safety issues. If we don't make them reprioritize their spending,
our children witl continue to foot the bill for their short-sighted planning and
mismanagement.

Proposition 1E is bad for families, bad for taxpayers, and bad for

California. Vote NO on 1E.

Thomas N. Hudson, Exeeutive Director
The California Taxpayer Protection Committee

E-mail: jnfolprotectianpaysrs. com— SUBJECT TO COURT
Websitc W@ PrOtecttaxpayers.eorl ORDERED CHANGES
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REBUTTAL TO ARGUMENT AGAINST

PROPOSITION d— E

Proposition 1E is vital 1o California’s disasier preparedness - profccling tives and water

supplies. It is our responsibilily to cnsure that all Californians have access 1o safe, clean
drinking watcr at all times, Yes on 1E does that without raising taxes and it leverapes

additional federal and local fonding.

WE CANNOT AFFORD TQ NEGLECT OUR WATER SUPPLY AND FLOOD

PROTECTION SYSTEMS

If we wait for others to fix our unsafe levecs and flood control systems, we are putting

our homes, drinking water supplies and children at risk in every comer ol the state. By

building safeguards now, we can Jimit the impact of disasters when they do hit. Yeson

1E provides: |

» Increascd flood protection for urban and rural areas, meaning & stable, clean
water supply.

s Repaired and improved levess.

= Updated flond contrul sysierns — to prevent failures that can pollute our

streams and oceans.

FISCALLY RESPONSIELE

Proposition 1F uses ihe taxes we are already paying to make these important
infrastruciure improvements. Utilizing federal and ocal maiching funds mean we can
complete more of these important projects in communitics across the state. And 1E has
important accoumtability standards, including independent avdits, to ensure money is

spent wisely.

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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REBUTTAL TO ARGUMENT AGAINST

PROPOSITION i E

Proposition 1E is part of the Rebuild Catifornia Plan. [t will provide the flood proteciion
vital to sustaining our economy, protecting onr supply of drinking water and preseiving

our quality of life for 1he long-term.
YES on 1E Clean Water, Flood Protection and Disaster Preparedaess for Our Fulure.
Thomas A. Nassif, President, Western Growers

Linda Adams, Secretary, California Environmental Protection Agency

Peler Silva; Former ¥ice Chair, State Water Resources Controd Board

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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Proposition 84

Water Quality, Safety and Supply. Flood Control. Natural Resource

Protection. Park Improvements. Bonds. initiative Statute.

Background

State Spending on Resources Progrants. The state operates a vaniety of programs to
conserve natural resources, protect the environment, provide flood control, and offer
recreational opportunities for the public. The state also operates a progratm to plan for
future water supplies, floed control, and other watcr-related requirements of a growing
population. In addition to direct state expenditures, the state also provides grants and
loans to lacal governments and nonprofit organizations for similar purposes. These
programs support 2 variety of specific purposes, including:

Natural Resource Conservation. The state has provided funds to purchase,
protect, and improve natural aveas—including wilderness and open-space

areas; wildlife habitat; coastal wetlands; forests: and rivers, lakes, streams,

and their watersheds.

Safe Drinking Water, The state has made loans and grants lo public water

systemns for facility improvements to mect state and federal safe drinking _
.. water Etﬂndﬂrdﬂi e e e e - . oo

Fload Control. The state has funded the construction and repair of flood
control projects in the state Central Valley flood control system. The state has
alse provided financial assistance to local agencies for local flood control
projects in the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta and in other areas outside
the Central Valley.

Crthey Water Quality and Water Supply Projects. The state has made
available funds for various other projects throughout the state that improve
water quality and /or the reliability of water supplics. For example, the state
has provided loans and grants to local agencies for the construction and
implementation of wastewater kreatment, water conservation, and water
pullution reduction projects.

State and Local Parks. The state operates the state park system, and has
provided funds to local governments for the acquisition, maintenance, and
opcration of local and regional parks,

Funding for Resources Programs. Funding for these various programs has
traditionally come from General Fund revenues, federal funds, and general obligation
bonds. Since 1996, voters have authorized approximately $11 billion in general
obligation bonds for various resources purposes. Of this amount, appraximately

Pageiof4
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$1.4 billion is projected to remain available for new projects as of June 30, 2006,
primarily for water-related purposes. Legislation enacted earlier this year provides
$500 million from the General Fund for emergency levee repairs and other flood
control-related expenditures.

Proposal

This initiative allows the state to sell 55.4 billion in general obligation bonds for safe
drinking water, water quality, and water supply; flood control; natural resource
protection; and park improvements. (See “An Overview of State Bond Diebt” for basic
information on state general obligation bonds.) Figure 1 summarizes the purposes for
which the bond money would be available for expenditure by various state agencies
and for loans and grants, primarily to local agencies and nonprofit organizations. In
order to spend most of these bond funds, the measure requires the Legislature to
appropriate them in the annual budget act or other legislation.

PPage2of 4
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Figure 1
Proposition 84
Uses of Bond Funds

Amounts

;‘ﬁiférﬂualitar Seiana

= |ntagrated regional water managerruant
= Sale drinking waler.
Dalta and agnculture waler guality.

. Regmnal consanvancies.
» Qthor projects-—public access, rver parkways, urban sieeam
restoration, Califomia Conservation Corps.

» Dglta and coastal fisheries resloration, 180
» Reztoration of tha San Joaquin Rivar, 100
» Restoration projects related to the Colormdo River. a
» Stormwater p-ullutron prevenuon ar
D, ~$: gi%f }% ”“"fa»,;? A :
. Stata ﬂnn}d aonlral pmjects—ewaluahnn system |mprun.rements e
flood gorridor program,
s Fload contral projects in the Dedta. 275
» Local flond contrgl subventions (ouksite the Centrad Valley flood 180

canteol system).
» Flendplain mapplng and assistanca for local land usa plannlng

- Sustaiabls CommuBHies and.Climate Change Redugtii:: E

» Locad amd regicnal parks.
« Urban water and energy conservation projects.
= Incontivas for conggreation in local planning,

AN Ak

S Pratattion of Bodches, Baye Snd-Codktal Watere i1t
» Pritection of varous coastal areas and watershads,

s Clean Beaches Program.

= Califormnia Ocgan Protaction Trust Fund—maring resources,
susmlnabla ﬁshenas and rnanne wuldlrfa cunsarvatm

& G NALraE: E’&ur:ah Fac

. Slale park system—acquisition, develnﬁp;ment and restoration.
_= Mature education and research f_am!mes _

Edrestana- Wildlits Sonservaton:
= Wildlife hakitat protection,
» Farest conservation,

« Projaction of ranches, famns, and oak woondlands.
= ol Y

SN At BiAnAlng
» Mlanning for fulure water needs, water conveyance systemns, and G5

flaod contral projects,
Total 55,358
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Fiscal Effects

Bond Costs. The eost of these boneds would depend on interest rates in effect at the
time they are sold and the time period over which they are repaid. The state would
likely make principal and interest payments from the state’s General Fund over a
period of about 30 years. If the bonds were sold at an average interest rate of 5 percent,
the cost would be about $10.5 billion to pay off both the principal ($5.4 billion) and
mterest (§5.1 billion). The average payment would be about 5350 million per year,

Property Tux-Related Impacis. The initiative provides funds for land acquisition by
governments and nonprofit organizations for various purposes. Under state lawr,
property owned by government enltities and by nonprofit organizations (under
specified conditions) is exernpt from property taxatior. To the extent that this initiative
resulls in property being exempted from taxation due to acquisitions by governments
and nonprofit organizations, local governments would receive reduced property tax
revenues, We estimate these reduced property tax revenues would be several million
dollars annually.

Operational Costs. State and local poverniments may incur additional costs to
operate or maintain the properties or projects, such as new park facilities, that are
purchased or developed with these bond funds. The amount of these potential
additional costs is unknown, but could be tens of millions of dollars per ycar.

Faged ot 4
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION. &4
PROP. 84 PROTECTS CALIFORNIATS WATER, LAND AND COASTLINE.

California is growing rapidly, putting new pressure each ycar on our water
resources, land, coast and ocean. Prop. 84 protects these vital natural resources, which
are essential to our health, our economy and our guality of hife.

YES on 84 PROTECTS DRINKING WATER GUALITY.

The water we drink and use to grow our food is vulnerable to contamination.
Prop. 84 will: |

* Remove dangerous chemicals from our water supply.

L] | Prevent fdure grovndwater contamination.

s Prevent toxic ronoft from flowing into our water.

Prop. 84 is essential fo assure our communities CLEAN, SAFE DRINKING
WATER.

.. Last year, there were more than 1,200 beach closing or advisery days in
California. Prop. 84 will help prevent toxic pollution from storm drains from
contaminating coastal waters and endangering public health.

YES on 84 ASSURES A RELIARIE WATER SUPPLY,

Prop. 84 will increase the retiability of California’s water supply, through
conservation and other programs. Every region in the state will benefit from this
measire, while being given local control over specific projects to improve local water
supply and water quality.

YES on 84 PROTECTS OUR, COASTLINE AND CALIFORNIAS NATURAL

BEAUTY.

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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ARGUMENT IN FAvoR OF proposmion S iyt =~ St of €43

The measure will help clean and safeguard the ocean and beaches al! along
Califomnia’s coastline, including the San Diego, Santa Hﬂﬂitﬂ, Monterey ;nd San
Francisco Bays. It will also provide for safe neighborhood parks and protect the nvers
and lakes in which we swim and fish.

YES on 84 FROTECTS AGAINST FLOODING.

An earthquake or a series of major storms could damage our state’s lovees,
causing dangercus flooding and pefentially leaving up to 23 millien Californizns without
safe drinking water.

Efforts are underway to address this urgent threat to public safety and our water
supply, but much more needs to be done. Flood control experts agree that Prop. 84 is an
iraportaat step forward and complements ongoing efforts to improve flood control in
California.

YES on PROP. 84 PROTECTS CALIFORNIA'S ECONOMY.

Clean beaches, rivers and lakes are crucial to tourism, which contributes more
than 383 ballion to the state ecomomy each year and dircetly supports more than 900,000
jobs. An adequate supply of clean, safe water is also nesded for California’s farms and
cities. Prop. 84 protecis the water that our economy needs to thove.

YES on B4 WILL NOT RATRE TAXES — AND INCLUDES TOUGH FISCAL
SAFEGUARDS.

Prop. 84:

+ s funded entirely from existing revenues, and will nof raise taxes.

« Will bring federal matching funds into California.

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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ARBUMENT IN FAVOR OF Pﬁumﬁriuuﬂ L fregaan

+ Includes strict accountability provisions, including yearly independent audits

and a citizen’s oversight committee.

FLEASE JOIN US IN VOTING YES on 84.

Conservation groups, business organizations and water districts across Califorma
support Prop. 84, For more information about the measure, please visit
www.CleanWater2006_com. Your YES vote will help protect our health, economy and
guality of life now and in the years 10 come.

PROTECT CALIFORNIA’S DRINKING WATER, LAND, COAST AND

OCEAN. Vote YES on 84.

Mark Burget, Execufive Director
The Natre Conservancy

Larry Wiizon
Chair, Board of Directors. .. _.
Santa Clara Vailey Water District

E. Richard Brow, PhD
Professor, School of Public Health
University of California, Los Angeles

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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AEBUTTAL TO ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF

PROPOSITION ,_35___
Rebuttal to the Argument in Support of Proposition 84

PROPOSITION 84 CANNOT DELIVER ON 1TS PROMISES

It will not benefit everyone, but everyone will pay for it through higher

taxes or budget cuts for education, law enforcement, and health services.
NO on 84 PROTECTS THE PUBLIC TREASURY

Prop. 84 gives state bureaucrats the power to spend your money without
effective oversight. This proposal eliminates protections against corxuption and
favoritism in current law and it bypasses our competitive bidding system. It
prevents audits by the State Controller, the State Auditor, and even the
Lepislative Apalyst. It exempts itself from the Administrative Procedures Act.
Ask j-,mu_rsel[ Whj,r the prﬂpﬂn&nts fear routine aundits.

ND on 84 ST:,NDS &&CRAMENTU TTIE RIGHT MESSAGE:
WE NEED A RELIABLE WATER SUFPLY

This water bond does net contain ANY funds for new reservoirs,
aqueducts, or water storage! The water diversions mandated by this bond will
actually take away drinking water from current snrces.

NO on 84 PROTECTS YOU FROM SPECIAL INTERESTS

Bond funds can be awarded to the same private erganizations that
placed this initiative on the ballot, campaigned for it, and bought advertising to
promote it. This is a perversion of the inftiative process.

NO on 84 SAVES MONEY FOR REAL FLOOD CONTROL

Fiﬁ:-nd control is vital, but Iess than 15% of bond funds are dedicated to

SUBJECT TO COURT

ORDERED CHANGES
Rebuttal ta the Arguwnent in Support of Proposition 84 Page 1 of 2
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REBUTTAL TG ARGUMENT IN FAYOR OF

PROPCSITION 8 L‘,

that purpose — and that money couid be chowed up for studies, environmental

planning, enwironmental mitigation, and bureaueratic administration. If
bureancratic reports could stop flooding, we'd no longer have a problem.

PLEASE JOIN U5 IN VOTING NO on 84.

Bill Leonard, Member
California State Board of Equalization

Ron Nehring, Senior Consultant
Americans for Tax Reform

Lewis K, Uhler, President
National Tax Limitation Comrnitiee
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ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION B4

{Ballot Title: Water Quaifly, Safely ond Supply. Floed Control. Naturel Resource Protection, Park
fmprovements, Bonds, Inittating Stahiic )

This measure should hﬁve bheen titled the “Special-Iinterest-Hidden-
Agenda Bond” because it was placed on the ballot by special interests who
dorr't really want you to know where all your money is geing to be squandered.
Every special Interest that helped get this boondoggle on the ballot will get a
share of the taxpayers' money, but ordinary taxpayers will get nothing from
this bond but higher taxes for the next three decades.,

This so-called "water bend” has no funding for dams or water storage!
The authors set aside billions for bureaueratic studies, unnecessary
protections for rats and weeds. and other [rivolous projects, but they couldn't
find a single penny to build freshwater storage for our state’s growing
- population. - You have to read the text to believe it

Only a very small portien of the funds from this encrmous bond would be
available for repair and maintenance of our levees, but Proposition 1E was
placed on the ballot by the Legislature to provide $4,090,000,000 for these
same levees. Common sensc dictates that we should wait to see how that
money is spent before we authorize another $5,388,000,000 in new spending.
It wﬁuld be foclish to Iock permanent spending formulas in place, as Lhis
initiative seeks to do, when we have no idea what our fuure needs will be once
the funds frosn Proposition 1E are spent.

This bend represents a huge tax Increase. The proponents seem eager 10

avoid this unpleasant fact, but voters need to understand that bond repayment
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takes priority aver all ofher government spending, Once issued, bonds cannat
be cancelled, repudiated, or discharged in bankruptcy; they can only be repaid
with tax revenues. Our slate already has a $7 billion budget deficit and there
is no way to pay for this gigantic bond without higher taxes.

Local projects should be funded at the local level. This statewide bond is
designed to force people in one part of the state to pay for locat projects on the
other side of the state. Why should people in Redding pay for urban parks in
San Diego? Why tax people in Los Angeles o pay for beetle habitat restoraticn
in Sulter County? This is poor tax policy and it was clearly designed to benefit
the special interests that put this measure on the ballot. We should expect
local communities to fund their own local parks and improvements; statewide
bonds should be reserved for state parks, colleges, and other capital projects
that benefit the whole state,

What is worse, this bond allows un-elected, unaccountable state
bureaucrats to spend billlons of dollars, with little or no real public oversight.
Sacramento bureaucrats and special intercsts will love having a slush fund
that they can spend without the need for public hearings and public votes in
the Legislature — but we cannot allow that to happen.

Please join me In voting NO on Proposition 84.

Rill Leonard, Member
California State Board of Equalization
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The opponent’s argument 1s simply wrong.
Proposition 84 provides clean water and protects our coast without raising taxes.
H is supported by a broad, bipartisan cealition of public inte:rasE;Pusiness groups
including the League of Women Voters of Catifornia, Los Angeles Area Chamber of
Commerce and The Nature Conservancy.
Here are the facts.
+ Prop 84 finds crucial projectls needed to assure retiable supplies of clean, safe
deinking water.
s Prop 34 protects all of California’s waters; our rivers, lakes, streams, beaches and
bays.
«. Prop .84 includes strict financial accountability; including a citizen oversignt
committes, annual independent andits and full public disclosure.
s Prop 84 protects our families from toxic pollution, floods and other hazerds
through critical public sefety projects not funded by other measures.
YES on 84: BENEFITS ALL CALIFORNIANS
Prop 84 funds local priorities to improve water quality and supply in every region of the
state.
YES op 84; SUPPORTED BY CALIFORNIA'S LOCAL WATER DISTRICTS
Proposition 84 is so important that water districts that provide drinking water to more
than 23 million Cafifornians all vrge YES on 84,
YES on 84: PROTECTS PUBLIC HEALTH
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Prop 84 removes dangerous contaminants from drinking water, cleans up toxic chemicals
that contamninate the fish we eat, and keeps dangerous polluted runoff from flowing onto
our beaches and into our coastal waters,
YES on 84 protects our land, water and public health, for our families and for fiture
generations.
Join local water districts, conservation organizations, business groups and public hezlth
experts i voling YES on 84,
Erich Pfuehler
Califormia Director, Clean Water Action

Jeff Kightlinger
General Manager, Metropolitan Water Digtrict of Southern Califorma

Kaitilin Gaffney
Conservation Director, The Ocean Conservancy
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Proposltion 90

Government Acquisition, Regulation of Private Property.
Initiative Constitutional Amendment.

SUMMARY

This measure amends the California Constitution to:

= Require government to pay property owners for substantial economic losses
resulting from some new laws and rules.

» Limit government authority to take ownership of private property.

This measure applies to all types of private property, including homes, buildings,
land, cars, and “intangible” property {(such as ownership of a business or patent). The
measure’s requirements apply to all state and local governmentat agencies.

PAYING PROPERTY OWNERS FOR ECONOMIC LOSSES

State and local governments pass laws and other rules to benefit the overall public
health, safety, or welfare of the community, including its long-term economy. {In this
analysis, we use the term “laws and rules” to cover a varicty of government
requitements; including-statutes, ordinances, and regulatons.)

In some cases, government requirements can reduce the value of private property,
This can be the case, for example, with Jaws and rules that (1) limit development on a
homeowner's property, (2} requite industrics to change their operations to reduce
pollution, or {3) restrict apartment rents.

Proposal

This measure requires government to pay property owners if il passes certain new
taws or rules that regult in substantial economic losses to their property. Below, we
discuss the types of laws and rules that would be exempt from the measure’s
requirernents and those that might require governrment compensation.

What Laws and Rules Would Not Require Compensation?

All existing laws and rules would be exempt from the measure’s compensation
requirement. New laws and rules also would be exempt from this requirement if
government enacted them: (1) to protect public health and safety, (2} under a declared
state of emergency, or {3) as part of rate regulation by the California Public Utilitics
Commission.
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What Laws and Rules Could Require Compensation?

While the terms of the measure ave not clear, the measure provides three examples
of the types of new laws and rules that could require compensation. These examples
relate to land use and development and are summarized below.

¢ Downzoning Property, This term refers fo decisions by government to reduce
the amount of development permitted on a parcel. For example, a
govermment action to allow construction of three homes on an acre where five
homes previously had been permitted commonly is called “downzoning,”

¢ Limitations on the Use of Private Air Space. This term generally refers to
actions by government that limit the height of a building. For example, a
government rule limiting how tall a building may be to preserve views or
maintain historical character often is called a limitation of “air space.”

» Eliminating Any Access to Private Praperty. This term could include actions
such as closing the only public road leading to a parcel.

In addition to the examples cited above, the broad language of the measure suggests
that its provisions could apply to a variety of future governmental requirements that
impase economic losses on property owners. These laws and rules could include
requirements relating, for example, to employment conditions, apartment prices,
endangered species, historical preservation, and consumer financial protection.

© Would Govértiment Pay Property Owners for Al Losses?
Under current Jaw and court rulings, government usually is required to compensate

property owners for losses resulting from laws or rules if government’s action deprives
the owners of virtually all beneficial use of the property.

This measure specifies that government must pay property owners if a new law or
rule imposes “substantial economic losses” on the ownars. While the meastre does not
define this term, dictionaries define “substantial” to be a level that is fairly large or
considerable. Thus, the measure appears to require government to pay property owners
for the costs of many more laws and rules than it does today, but would not require
goverunent to pay for smaller (or less than substantial) losses.

Effects on State and Local Governments

The measure’s provisions regarding economic losses could have a major effect on
future state and local government policymaking and costs. The amount and nature of
these effects, however, is difficult to determine as it would depend on how the courts
interpreted the measure’s provisions and how the Legislature implemented it. Most
notably:

s How Many Laws and Rules Would Be Exempt From the Requivernent That
Government Pay Property Owners for Losses? The measure does not requive
government to compensate property owiners under certain circumstances

Page2ofb
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{(such as actions to protect public health and safety}. If these exemptions were
interpreted broadly (rather than narrowly), fewer new laws and rudes could
require compensation.

o How BigIs a Substantial Economic Loss? Tt relatively small losses (say, less
than a 10 percent reduction in fair market value} to a property owner
required compensation, government could be required to pay many property
owners for costs resulbing from new Jaws and rules. On the other hand, if
courts ruled that a loss must exceed 50 percent of fair market value tobe a
substantial economic loss, government would be required to pay fewer
property owners.

Under the measure, state and local governments probably would modify their
policymaking practices to try to avoid the costs of cornpensating property owners for
losses. In some cases, government might decide not to create laws and rules because of
these costs. In other cases, government might take alternative approaches to achieving
its goals. For example, government could:

» Give property owners mcentives to voluntarily carry out public objectives.

s Reduce the scope of government requirements so that any property owners”
losses were not substantial.

» Link the new law or rule directly to a public health and safety (or other
__exempl) purpese.. ... s

There probably would be many cases, however, where government would incur
additional costs as a result of the measure. These would include situations where
government anticipated costs to compensate property owners at the time it passed a
law—as well as cases when government did not expect to incur these costs. The total
amount of these payments by government to property owners cannot be detenmined,
but could be significant on a statewide basis.

LIMITING GOVERNMENT AUTHORITY TO TAKE PROPERTY

Erinent domain (also called "condemnation™) is the power of local, state, and
federal governments to take private preperty lor a public use so long as government
compensates the property owner. (In some cases, government has given the power of
eminent domain to private entities, including telephone and energy companies and
nonprofit hospitals. In this analysis, these private entities are included within the
meaning of “government.”)

Over the years, povernment has taken private property to build roads, schools,
parks, and other public facilities. In addition to these uses of eminent domain,
government also has taken property for public purpesces that do not include
construction of public facilities. For example, government has taken property to: help
develop higher value businesses in an area, correct environenental problems, enhance
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tax revenues, and address “public nuisances” (such as hazardous buildings, blight, and
criminal activity).

Proposal

This measure makes significant changes to government authority to take property,
including;:

+ Restricking the purposes for which government may take property.
» Increasing the amount that government must pay property owners.

» Requining government to sell property back Lo 1ls original owners under
certain cixcurnstances.

Below, we discuss the major changes proposed by the measure, beginning with the
sitnations under which government could—and could not—take property.

Under What Circumstance Could Government Take Property?

Under the measure, government eould take private property to build public roads,
schools, parks, and other government-owned public facilitics. Government also could
take property and lease it to a private entity to provide a public service {such as the
construction and operation of a toll road). If a public nuisance existed on a specific
parcel of land, gavernment could take that parcel to correct the public nuisance. Finally,

government could take property as nesded to respond to a declared stale of emergency.

What Property Takings Would Be Prohibited?

Before taking property, the meastire requires government to state a “public use” for
the property. The measure narrows the definition of public use in a way that generally
would prevent government from taking a property:

» To Transfer it to Private Use. The measure specifics that government must
maintain ownership of the property and use it only for the public use it
specified when it took the property.

s  To Address a Public Nuisance, Unless the Pulblic Nuisance Existed on That
Particular Property. I'or example, government could not take gl the parcels
in a run-down area unless it showed that each and every parcel was blighted.

»  As Part of a Plan to Change the Type of Businesses in an Area or Increase
Tax Revennes. For example, eovernment could not take property to promote
development of a new retail or tourist destination area,

In any legal challenge regarding a property taking, government would be required
to prove to a jury that the taking is for a public use as defined by this measure. In
addition, courts could not hold property owners liable to pay government’s attorney
fees or other legal costs if the property owner loses a legal challenge.

Paged of 6
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How Much Would Government Have to Pay Property Owners?

Current law requires governunent to pay “just compensation” to the owner before
taking property. Just compensation includes money to reimburse the owner for the
property’s “fair market value” {what the property and its improvements would sell for
on an open market}, plus any reduction in the value of remaining portions of the parcel
that government did not take. State law also requires government to compensate
property owners and renters for moving costs and some business costs and losses.

The measure appears to increase the amount of money government must pay when
it takes property. Under the measure, for example, government would be required to
pay more than a property’s fair market valueif a greater sum were necessary to place
the property owner “in the same position monetarily” as if the property had never been
taken. The measure also appears to make properly owners eligible for reimbursement
for a wider range of costs and expenses associated with the property taking than is
cwrrently the case.

When Would Government Sell Properties to Former Owners?

If government stopped using property for the purpose it stated at the time it took
the property, the former owner of the preperty (or an heir) would have the right to buy
back the property. The property would be assessed for property tax purposes as if the
former owner had owned the property conbinucusly.

- Effects on-State and Leecal-Governments - - -

Government buys many hundreds of millions of dollars of property from private
owners annually. Relatively few properties are acquired using government’s eminent
domain power. Instead, government buys most of this property from willing sellers,
{Property owners often are aware, however, that government could take the property
by eminent domain if they did not negotiate a mutually agrecable sale.)

A substantial amount of the property that government acquires is used for roads,
schools, or other purposes that meet Lhe public use requirements of this measure—or is
acquired to address specific public nuisances. In these cases, the measure would not
reduce government’s autherity to take property. The measure, however, likely would
increase sumewhat the amount that government must pay property owners to take their
property. In addition, the measure could result in willing sellers increasing their asking
prices. {This is because selers could demand the amount that they would have received
if the property were taken by eminent domain.) The resulting increase in government's
c0sts to acquire property cannot be determined, but could be significant.

The rest of the property government acquires is used for purposes that do not meet
the requirements of this measure, In these cases, government could not use eminent
domain and could acquire property only by negotiating with property owners ona
voluntary basis. If property owners demanded selling prices that were more than the
amount government previously would have paid, government’s spending to acquire
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property would increase. Alternatively, if property owners did not wish to sell their
property and no other suitable property was available for government to purchase,
government’s spending to acquire property would decrease.

Overall, the net impact of the limits on government’s authorily to take property is
unknown. We estimate, however, that is it likely lo result in significant net costs on a
statewide basis.
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Proposition 90 stops eminent domain abuse!

Luocal governments can take homes, businesses and chorches through vnfair use of

cmunent domain. They can alse take away your property value with the stroke of a pen,
We are three average Californians and it happened 1o us.

Local governmments unfairly tried to take our property away from us and tarn il over o

developers 1o build condos, hotels and other commercial projects.

Why? Becaunse these developers are politically connected and their projects will generate

more tax revenue for local governmends.
If povernment can fake oNr property, it can take yours 109,

= Nanuel Romero had eminent domain used against bis farmly restaurant so that a

Mercedes-Benz dealership next doot could nse the space for a parking lot.

« Bob Blue had eminent domain used against his small luggage store - in s famly

for almost 51Xty years — 8o that 2 lexury hotel conld be built.

+ Pastor Roem Auvgustin had his church threatened with condemmation so that a

developer could build condominioms.

It’s wrong for senior citizens, smalk business owners or anyone who can’t fight back to he
forced to give up their property so wealthy developers can build giant retail stores,

shopping malls and upscale housing developments.

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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Govermment can also take property withou! compenseling property owners.

When povernmenis pass regnlations that reduce the value of your property it's calied

regulatory taking. When this happens you should be compensated by the government for

your lost value.

{(Govemment should not be able to take your home — cutright or throngh repulations that

reduce the value of your property — without it being for a legitimate PUBLIC use and

without paying for what it takes.

That"s simple fairness.

That’s why California needs Proposition 90, the Protect Our Flomes Act.
" Proposition 90 will:

» restore homeowners' riphts that were gutted last year by the Supreme Court’s
outrageous Kefo decision. That ruling atlows eminent domain to be vsed to take

homes and businesses and tumn them over to private developers.

» return cminent domain to legilimate public uses, such as binlding roads, schoofs,
firehouses and other needs that serve the public and not the financial interests of the

govemment and powerful developers.

* restrict government’s ability 1o take away people’s use of their property without

compensating ther.

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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Those who benefit financially from the status que are spending mitfions fo mislead voters

and claim the sky is falling.

Oppotents are engaging in scare tactics in order to divert attention from their REAL
MQTIVE - - maintaining the status quo so they can continue to profit from taking our

private property.

For example, opponents falsely claim that the measure will hurt the enforcement of
envirommental regulations. But all existing California enyironmental laws and regulations

are expressly protecied.

The Protect Our Homes Act protects ail of us — and helps families for futore penerations

- while stopping government from taking your property simply to boost tax revenue.

" Save our homes and businesses.
Please vote YES on Proposition 90,
For more imformation, visit www.protectourhomes2006.com.
Maiuel Romero, eminent domain abuse victim

Bob Blue, eminent dotmain abuse victim

Pastor Roem Agustin, eminent domain abuse victim

SUBJECT TO COURT
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Of course we can all apree that Californians deserve protechon from eminent

domain abuse. And, if Prop. 90 was a well-designed reform of eminent domain, many
thoughifui Californians would support it.

However, the out~of-state drafter of Prop. 90 is attempting a bait and switch on
voters. This poorly-written proposition is loaded with unrelated amd far-reaching
provisions that wilt hurm, not protect, homeowners, and be very expensive for all
Califarnia taxpayers.

We can't afford to be misled.

The hidden provisions in Prop. 90 create a new catcgory of lawsnits that allow
wealthy landowners and corporations to sue for huge new payouts. These lawsnits and
payouts wonld enst Catifornia taxpayers billions of dollars every year.

That’s why groups representing taxpayers, homeowners, businesses, police and

fire, environmentalists and farmers all urge you to Yote NO on 50.

THE LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF CALIFORNIA says: “Prop. 90
wounld fundamentally change owr system of representative democracy end put the
interests of a fow above the well-being of ALL Californians.™

Prop. 90 is anti-taxpayer and anti-homeowner.

That’s why THE LEAGUE OF CALTFORNIA HOMEOWNERS OTTOSES
PROP. 90 and says: "Prop. 20 is a trap that actually hurts homeowners. It would cost
taxpayers billions and erode basic laws that protect our communities, our neighborkoods
and the value of our homes.”

Say NO to the Taxpayer TRAP. Vote NO on 90.

www. NoProp®}.com

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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Kenneth W. Willis, President
League of Californta Homeowners

Cihiet Michael L. Warren, President
Californta Fire Chiefs Association

Jacqueline Jacobberger, President
League of Women Voters of California
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The handful of wealihy landowners that paid to put Prop. 90 on the baltot are
trying a classic bait and swiich on California voters.

They want you to believe Prop. 90 is about eminent domain. That’s the bait. But
hidden in the fine print of the measure is the trap — a far-reaching section unrelated to
entinent domain that would tead to huge new costs for alf California taxpayers.

Prop. 50 would change California’s constitution lo enable large landowners and
corporations to demand huge payouts from stafe and local taxﬁayers Just by claiming a
law has harmed the value of therr property or business — no matter how important the law
may be or far-fetched the claim.

Agcording to Williare G. Hamm, fonmerly California’s nonpartisan Iegislative
analyst, “FROP. 90 could require BILLIONS OF DOLLARS IN NEW TAXPAYER
COSTS BACH YEAR, if communifies and the state continue 1o pass or enforce basic

- laws to protect nerghborhoods; Kmmt unwanted development, protect the enviromnent,
regtrict unsavory businesses and protect consumers ™

With no lirmit o the totzl costs, Prop. 90 taps wapayers into signing & Hank
check. We all pay, while large landowners and corporations reap windfall payouts.

Here’s an example of how the “taxpayer trap” works:

If local voters pass a measure to Hmit 2 new developiment to 500 houses — instead
of 2,000 houses that a developer wants to build ~ under Prop. 99, the developer could
demand a payment for the valve of the remaining 1,500 houses. Even if local community
services and infrastructure would be strained by the larper development, Prop. %0 would

put taxpayers a1 nsk for payment.

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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Prop. 90 is not just limited to land-use laws. Read the official analysis. Stalewide
consumer protection faws, restnctions on telemarkeling, and wortker protections would all
trigger new demands for payouts.

As a result, Prop. 90 would lead to thousands of expensive lawsuits that would tie
up our courls and result in added bureaucracy and red tape.

The cost of these lawsuits and payouts would rob local cormmunities of billions of
dollars in limited resources that fund fire and police protection, paramedic response,
schools, traffic congestion relief and other vital services. That's why the CALIFORNIA
FIRE CHIEFS ASSOCIATION, CALIFORNIA POLICE CHIEFS ASSOCIATION, and

. CALIFORNIA SCHOOL BOARDS ASSOCIATION oppose Prop. 90.
PROP. 90 would irap taxpayers in a LOSE-LOSE situation. 1l communities acl to
protect their quality of life, taxpayers could be forced lo make huge payouls. Or, if

. compmmitics couldn’t afford-the payouts; basic guality-of-life protections simply couldn’t-
be enacted. That’s why conscrvation groups, including the CALIFORNIA LEAGUE OF
CONSERVATION VOTERS and the PLANNING AND CONSERVATION LEAGUE,
warn the measure would drastically limit our ability to protect Califomnia’s coastline,
apen spaces, farmland, air and water quabity.

For more information on Prop. 90, visit www.NoProp?{.com.

When you vote, please join groups representing California taxpayers, fircfighters,
Jaw enlorcement officers, educators, small businesses, land conservationists, the
environment and homeowners.

Say NOQ to the TAXPAYER TRAP. Vote NO on PROPOSITION 90.

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES

Em FHu@ 2l15,

-10%-



ARGUMENT AGAINST PﬁﬂPﬂSiﬂmL_.q_o_
Chief Michael L. Warren, President
Californta Fire Chiefs Association

Chief Steve Krull, President
California Police Chiefs Ascociation

Edward Thompson, Jr., California Director
Amernican Farmland ‘'roat

SUBJECT TO COURT
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IXN'T BE FOOLED BY SPECIAL TNTERESTS!!!

froposition 90 proteccs our fundamental right to
to own - and keep - our homes and private property.
It's called the "AMERICAN DREMM. ° and governmsant should

nok be in the buginess of destroying it.
Proposition 90 fixes the Supreme Court’s outragemis Eelo decision.

Cpponents - those who profit mosr from abusing eminent domain and
taking private propecty - are shamelessly trying ko mislead you and

distort what Propocsition 80 does.

Opponents say read the fine print. WE AGREE. You'll see:

Froposition 50 MAINTAINS EVERY current state and local
environmental, copsumer protection, amd puklic safa=ty
law and regqulacicn., Read Sectinﬁ &, which

states, "the provisions added te this section shall
not apply to any statute, charter provision,
ordinance, resoluticon, law, rule or regulation in

affect on Lhe date ef enactmenk.”

Propusition 90 HAS KOTHING TGO DO with funding for

police or firefighters.

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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The public health and safety are PROTECTED. The Legislature

can enact ANY WEW LAW to ensure public health

and safaty.

Proposition 90 proktects YOU from politicians whao
reward their canpaign contribukors by taking your

private property and giving it to =omecns else.

The REAL cppunents of Propositicon 30 are those who
profil: by TAKING OUR HOMES AND SMALL BUSINESSES ——
greedy governnent burssucrabs whe wank higher taxes
and mega-developer campaiyn contxibutors who make
milliems-using sgricuitural- kand,--residential
neighborhoeds, businesses and churches seized through
eminent domain to develop strip malls and other

projects.  IF THEY WIN; WE LOSE,

PROTECT CUR HOMES: VOTE YES OM 0.

Mimi Walters, Honoragy Chair, California Protect Qur Homes Coalition

Martyn B.Hopper, Californiz Dirscter, Mational Federation of
Independent Business (NFIE]

Jobn M. Eewelli, Eminent Romain Abuse Viccim

SUBJECT TO COURT
ORDERED CHANGES
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